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Abstract
Qasim, Asifa. Ph.D. The University of Memphis. May, 2016. Use of corrective
feedback to foster learner autonomy. Pakistani university teachers’ perspectives
and practices regarding EFL error feedback. Major Professor. Emily Thrush, Ph.D.

This study investigates the relationship between Pakistani university
teachers’ beliefs and practices concerning how written corrective feedback (WCF)
needs to be provided on student English as Foreign Language (EFL) writing and
the contributing factors that impede the teachers from translating their beliefs into
practice. In particular, the research seeks to examine the current written feedback
practices of EFL university teachers, the kinds of written feedback employed, and
perceptions regarding the variety of approaches employed to respond to student
writing.
The data for this research were collected from 39 EFL teachers from four
different public-sector universities in Pakistan. Survey questionnaire, corrective
feedback samples, and semi structured interviews were employed to explore the teachers’
beliefs and practices through quantitative and qualitative analysis of data. The study found
both match and mismatch between teachers’ beliefs and practices. Teacher beliefs

concerning the benefits of written error correction matched with their responses to
the survey questionnaire and semi structured interviews. Teacher beliefs also
predominantly matched up with their practices concerning the amount and focus of
WCF. However, teacher beliefs were partially congruent as it pertained to the
explicitness of WCF, the employment of positive feedback, and the source of
WCF. Feedback samples showed that the teachers provided a combination of direct
and indirect WCF despite holding the belief that feedback needs to be mostly
v

indirect. Moreover, the majority of teachers claimed to provide WCF on content as
well language form while the feedback they actually provided was mostly on
language form. It is also pertinent to mention that the teachers maintained that they
fostered autonomy in their students by providing positive feedback while the
feedback samples clearly reflect the teachers’ tendency to provide negative
feedback. In addition, there was a complete congruence between the teachers’
beliefs and practices in terms teacher-centered corrective feedback approach.
Various contextual factors concerning overall educational and cultural context
(e.g., shortage of time, large class size), teachers (e.g., experience), and students
(e.g., language proficiency levels, expectations) widely affected teachers’
perceptions and practices regarding WCF. The outcomes showed some similarity
with prior studies dealing with teachers’ beliefs, practices, and contextual factors,
as the educational background may have had an influence on their feedback
practices, at least those stated by the teachers in this research.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Providing corrective feedback to students’ papers consumes much of an EFL (English as
a foreign language) teacher’s time (Anson, 1989; Huot, 2002). The teachers believe that the
corrective feedback is essentially required to improve students’ writing abilities, and this notion
is often an extension of the fundamental beliefs guiding a teacher’s pedagogical beliefs. While
the question of the importance of such feedback is still debated (Anson, 2012; Elbow, 1999;
Ferris, 1997; Truscott, 1996, 2007) teachers continue to provide, what they deem to believe,
necessary information related to helping their students improve their writing. The crux of the
issue may not be related to how the students process a teacher’s corrective feedback, which is a
concept often explored, despite there being no true consensus among scholars (Auten, 1991;
Ferris, 1997; Hayes & Daiker, 1984; Ziv, 1984). In fact, most of a teacher’s feedback leaves
students wondering exactly how to make use of it (Sommers, 1982). That said, perhaps the
conundrum is related to the disparity between what teachers perceive about the feedback and the
actual purpose of feedback what they provide on their students’ writing.
This study aims to investigate the mis/match between the beliefs and practices of EFL
teachers regarding corrective written feedback at undergraduate level in Pakistani universities.
The study will address the results of interviews, survey, and feedback samples of the participant
teachers in an effort to address the way in which the teachers provide feedback to student writing
in the light of their own personal written corrective feedback perceptions. Further, it will
investigate participant teachers’ interpretations of effectiveness of a teacher’s written feedback,
including the methods of providing feedback to students’ writing and the various approaches
teachers prefer to address a student’s writing issues. This chapter provides an overview and
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background of the study, pertinent research questions, the main purpose of this study, and the
overall relevance of the study.
Statement of the Problem
The overall agreement concerning the purpose of written corrective feedback varies
across different EFL teachers. Most tend to hold the belief that their feedback will improve a
student’s writing, but there are also other reasons related to justifying a grade given, showing
appreciation of efforts, or even writing to show error correction, because it is known that many
language learners place a great value on improving their own writing, thereby assisting in
helping students boost their confidence to succeed in subsequent assignments (Cohen &
Cavalcanti; 1993; Ferris, 1995; Leki, 1991).
While EFL teachers and students may believe on the certain usefulness found in their
efforts to provide WCF, there is not much evidence to suggest that there is a direct correlation
between the feedback and student improvement. More specifically, in the areas of L2 (second
language) writing, there is an ongoing debate on the effectiveness of written feedback,
particularly feedback given in effort to correct a student, which shows that teachers must look
into own personal beliefs guiding their feedback practices (Ferris, 1999; Truscott, 1996, 1999).
Zamel (1985) evaluated language teachers’ feedback behaviors to their students’ writing
and revealed that the teachers were unpredictable or simply inaccurate in their feedback
practices. Moreover, their comments were generally nonspecific or ambiguous. Leki’s (1990)
study found an overemphasis on “surface errors”, as opposed to “global concerns”. Surface
errors are the kinds of errors related to grammar, syntax errors, or other mechanical issues.
Global concerns, on the other hand, encompass how a paper is meaningfully organized, outlined,
and cohesively developed. This is known as the form versus content discussion, which should be
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noted as the notion that holds important distinctions. The common belief amongst EFL teachers
is the idea that providing quick responses to mechanical issues (including grammatical, spelling,
or punctuation errors) will help encourage L2 students to produce fewer inaccurate forms
(Zamel, 1985). Additionally, students tend to believe that form-related feedback is integral in
helping them become better writers (Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Goldstein, 2004; Leki, 1991).
Consequently, many EFL teachers spend substantial amounts of time and effort responding to
localized issues of student writing, often as a “routinized practice” (Montgomery, 2007).
The ongoing debate regarding the effectiveness of WCF was ignited when Truscott wrote
his 1996 contentious paper known, and referred to it as “The case against grammar correction in
L2 writing classes”. He attempted to endorse the idea that not only is corrective feedback
counterproductive, but that it should be completely removed from L2 writing classes. His
suggestions incited a powerful debate on this issue, which helped foster a variety of studies
concerning L2 writing during the early years of the 21st century. These studies had specific
relevance to the desire for longitudinal studies with a control group (Ferris, 1999, 2004). These
studies examined the potential long term effects related to different types of corrective feedback
(Bichener, 2008; Bichener & Knoch, 2009; Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 2006; Ferris & Roberts,
2001; Sachs and Polio, 2007; Sheen, 2007; Truscott, 2007; Truscott & Hsu, 2008).
Unfortunately, the findings of the studies were not congruent and hardly provided an answer to
the fundamental issue. “Does corrective feedback result in long term improvement in student
writing?” For example, although many of the findings revealed the efficacy of various feedback
types in particular contexts (Bichener, 2008; Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 2006; Ferris & Roberts,
2001; Sheen, 2007), some of the studies reported that feedback either had no significant impact
or counter effect on the development of student writing (Truscott, 2007; Truscott & Hsu, 2008).
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A vast majority of researchers present the notion that the conflicting results were mainly
the result of disparities between learners and learning contexts, distinct teaching styles (and
subsequently different treatment of students), and the complexity found in the range of research
designs. Another group of researchers gave credence to the idea that the incongruent findings
were a result of decontextualized research designs which did not take contextual factors
including classroom variables, the specific type and purpose of writing taken on by students, the
personal characteristics of the students and teachers themselves, and related cultural or political
scenarios into consideration (Goldstein, 2001, 2006; Hyland & Hyland, 2001, 2006; Lee, 2008).
Regarding feedback, Hyland and Hyland (2006) posed the suggestion, saying. “what is effective
feedback for one student in one setting is less so in another” (p. 88).
Based on the second writing written feedback literature which shows that there is no “one
way fits all” i.e., defining the most valuable kind of corrective feedback across all contexts and
learner needs is not feasible; such research findings have led scholars to believe in a flexible
approach which could meet the individual needs of the language learners (Ferris, 2004; Guenette,
2007; Zamel, 1985). However, a flexible approach to corrective feedback puts more
responsibility on the teachers in determining the specific time and strategies for providing
corrective feedback on student writing. As such, the majority of EFL teachers, particularly those
new to the teaching field, express their concern, knowing that they will ultimately be held
responsible for the outcomes related to their feedback practices. As Ferris (2007) states that the
concern may be the lack of specific principles held by the teachers leading their responses to
student writing. With the absence of guiding principles, it should be noted that teacher feedback
may reveal inconsistencies, incompletion, or inaccuracy with their responses, thereby resulting in
students’ inability to apply the feedback appropriately (Truscott, 1996; Zamel, 1985). Besides,
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there may be another paradigm functioning here; the teachers themselves may have inadequate
knowledge about appropriate types and approaches to written corrective feedback.
Hyland and Hyland (2006) remarked that there may be a wide variety of factors
influencing feedback responses including teacher-related factors. As a result, pending a narrow
focus on teachers’ history, viewpoints, and applied practices concerning written feedback,
additional studies or L2 feedback will not prove more valuable than research conducted in the
past. While a considerable amount of empirical research has examined the effectiveness of
different approaches to WCF in different contexts, there is only a slight increase in our
understanding of teacher behavior and perceptions regarding what should exactly be done with
student writing. Additionally, despite the few descriptive studies conducted in the L2 writing
field, most of the design has been structured to align to how a student perceives written feedback
(Cohen, 1987; Ferris, 1995; Hyland, 1998; Leki, 1991; Rennie, 2000, 2006; Saito, 1994; Zhang,
1995). With the majority of L2 writing research focusing on student needs rather the teachers
(guiding principles being the dominant communicative approach to teaching languages), findings
concerning teacher perspectives on written feedback are quite rare. Moreover, the primary focus
of previous research has been on the recipients of the feedback, students. As a result, while the
last 30 years have brought forth a multiplicity of L2 studies related to written feedback, there has
been little research dedicated to understanding teacher views, practices, and the disparity
between their perception and their actual practices.
In order to have a more robust understanding of the usefulness of L2 writing and
corrective feedback in response to writing, it is imperative to understand teacher perceptions and
practices related to writing instruction. Additionally, the contextual restraints of the language
learning environment should also be factored into the L2’s teachers’ pedagogical choices. Thus,
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second language contexts should not only be integral in L2 written feedback studies, but other
kinds of foreign language environments should be considered as well, giving credence to the idea
that there is a significant difference found in all types of language settings (Hyland & Hyland,
2006). However, while there have been substantial amount of L2 written feedback studies, most
of these have been focused within English as a second language (ESL) context (Cumming, 1983;
Kobayashi, 1992; Vann, Meyer, & Lorenz, 1994; Zamel, 1985). Consequently, research on
written feedback in a foreign language context has been limited, resulting in an improper balance
of understanding foreign language writing instruction and corrective feedback in a
comprehensive way. This lack of studies held within a foreign language setting has proven to
hinder the provision of effective feedback structured to the individual teaching context.
However, it is also pertinent to note that there is a wide variety of factors to be considered
concerning the population of teachers and learners, the language, and cultural and political
systems. As many researchers have deduced that while corrective feedback may be effective in
one context, it may not be as successful in another. For instance, in comparison to Western
culture, teachers are more dominant in certain cultures (such as Pakistan) and they may not
consider activities like peer feedback or self-evaluation to be of maximum effectiveness (Carson
& Nelson, 1994). In addition to that, in contexts where teachers believe that only one draft
should be sufficient to show student learnedness (thereby rejecting the multi-draft draft
approach), they may consider giving only negative comments since constructive feedback is only
issued in a certain circumstance (Brock, 1994; Lee, 2008; Warner, 1998). This indeed shows
that, culturally speaking, every teacher may respond to student writing in a less homogenous
manner.
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As an EFL teacher in Pakistan, having taught within three different Pakistani universities,
I can attest to the notion of neglecting global aspects of student writing as the traditional
grammatical concepts relating to correcting mechanical errors are considered of paramount
importance. In fact, process writing is often thought of as a simple correction of grammatical
errors. The students receive direct or indirect correction on sentence-level construction,
encouraging students to resubmit their work for re-evaluation once the marked errors are
resolved. Therefore, if a student can fix the local errors, then he or she qualifies for a high grade.
While emphasizing the need to address local errors alone may seem problematic, another
issue may be in Pakistani teachers’ neglect to help students develop and effectively craft their
writing on their own. Coherence, as an organizational aspect, is often ignored by the teachers.
With this kind of assessment, students may view their writing simply in terms of its grammatical
accuracy, resulting in only expectations of seeing their conformity to mechanics rather than using
language to convey meaningful ideas. This can lead to students not desiring to use their
second/foreign language. According to Brookhart, students only feel motivated, interested, and
eager to focus on the task at hand when feedback is relevant and task oriented (Brookhart, 2008,
p. 8).
The rationale of present study is to examine perceptions and practices of Pakistani EFL
university teachers pertaining to corrective feedback. It will focus on the actual characteristics of
teacher feedback, including the amounts of time and effort teachers spend on it, whether they had
actual training on how to appropriately tailor their corrective feedback, what kinds of feedback
they provide, and their preference of different approaches in responding to student writing. The
end result of this descriptive study will hopefully lay a foundation for future research studies on
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understanding writing feedback of EFL teachers relevant to their characteristics, perceptions, and
practices on written feedback, particularly concerning Pakistani teaching contexts.
Research Questions
The study was guided by the following seven research questions.
1.

What are the perceptions of university EFL teachers regarding error correction in

Pakistan?
2.

What are the perceived current written feedback practices of university EFL

teachers in Pakistan?
3.

To what extent are the feedback perceptions congruent with the actual feedback

practices of the EFL university teachers in Pakistan?
4.

What type of feedback do the university EFL teachers provide in Pakistan?

5.

Which aspects of student writing do the teachers focus on? Are the foci different

in different drafts?
6.

What are the perceptions of the teachers regarding selected approaches to error

treatment?
7.

What are the contextual factors which influence the written feedback practices of

university EFL teachers in Pakistan?
Purpose of the Study
The purpose his study is to attempt to explore how well teachers’ written feedback
perceptions meet their expected practices regarding the function of written feedback, as well as
their own personal concerns as writing teachers. Although first language (L1) and second
language (L2) scholars have investigated the variety of teacher written responses (Brannon,
Fathman, & Whalley, 1990; Connors & Lunsford, 1993; Ferris, 1997; Knoblauch, 1982;

8

Perpignan, 2003; Straub & Lunsford, 1995; Straub, 1996) and student reaction to teacher
feedback, only a few studies have dealt with the relationship between theoretical beliefs and
related corrective feedback practices. Although some teachers carefully consider the kinds of
feedback they provide on student writing, others may fail to develop a connection between their
feedback practices and personal beliefs. This study aims to help writing teachers in developing a
conscious awareness of their preferred approaches towards corrective feedback and the belief
system that leads their feedback practices. This will allow them to carefully consider their
feedback approaches, help them to evaluate the contextual effectiveness, and to expand on their
present beliefs to inform their future practices. (Richards, 2010)
This study identifies the issues underlying teachers’ current feedback practices as seen
through Pakistani teachers’ corrective written feedback samples, and ends with suggestions and
modifications to their practices that would allow them to provide more helpful and valuable
feedback to their students. (e.g., Ferris, 2010; Goldstein 2005)
Significance of the Study
The findings of the study will provide a new interpretation to the process of writing
instruction in a foreign language context, with a narrow focus on the relationship between the
practices regarding written feedback and the degree to which teacher perception and practices
overlap. Additionally, the results of this study will contribute to the ever expanding body of
research dedicated to the investigation of how teacher practices meet their personal perceptions.
As the importance of teacher feedback has proven to be a key component in teaching L2 writing,
this study may reveal the underlying beliefs that guide teacher practices, which may provide for
the identification and effect of the role contextual factors play in how Pakistani EFL teachers
respond to student writing.
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In addition, this study has a potential to contribute to a more robust development of EFL
writing pedagogy and teacher training programs by unfolding the impediments EFL teachers face
when responding to student writing. The study demonstrates the essential need for systematic
training programs with a particular focus on culture-specific and language-specific feedback that
seeks to meet the demands of the respective teachers and students. Kroll (2002) concluded that
L2 teachers should have the ability to make the best possible pedagogical decisions given the
different teaching contexts. Hence, the results of the study have the potential to lend credence to
the idea that teacher training programs and workshops related to writing feedback may have a
significant role in assisting prospective and in-service teachers to be more adequately equipped
with specific knowledge concerning corrective error feedback. It may also help them to
maximize the positive impact of their pedagogical choices in their feedback to student writing.
Finally, this study will contribute to the area of English as a foreign language in Pakistan
in multiple facets. In the first place, the study will expand the present research foundations of
EFL writing pedagogy, which has traditionally been limited to the use of textual analysis
methods and error typologies. Moreover, the study will bring to light various contributing
contextual factors influencing the typical perceptions and practices of Pakistani teachers, with
respect to their written feedback. It will also assist teachers in developing their ability to
discover the reasons underlying student error and in planning associated remedial work. It is
expected that both students and EFL specialists can derive benefits from this study and utilize
error feedback in appropriate ways to achieve both teacher and learner autonomy.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
This chapter serves as an overview of the relevant literature concerning teacher beliefs
and practices in written error feedback. The major research questions guiding the study are “To
what extent Pakistani EFL teachers’ error feedback beliefs reflect their practices?” and “How do
the teachers perceive the purpose of error correction and their roles in developing writing skills
of their students through error feedback?” To help myself in answering these questions, I
reviewed relevant research studies and other literature applicable to the discussion. The review
first deals with teacher beliefs, the significance of exploring teacher beliefs, and the contributing
factors that form language teacher practices; second it reveals mismatches between their stated
beliefs and classroom practices; then moves to research findings about the effectiveness of
different error feedback strategies; and concludes with recommended feedback practices by
providing evidence from the literature as to what works best and what should be avoided. The
review emphasizes on the corrective feedback literature that has been used to draft the
questionnaire and interview questions crafted as the instruments for the collection of quantitative
and qualitative data. Along with that includes the referencing of a continuous debate about how
WCF in response to second and foreign (L2/FL) writing classes, may help the writing skills of
the students.
Teacher Beliefs
Across the last three decades, researchers have centered their attention on probing
concepts such as, “teacher thinking” (e.g., Clark & Peterson, 1986), “teacher beliefs” (e.g.,
Pajares, 1992), “teacher craft knowledge” (e.g., Cooper & McIntyre, 1996), “teacher images”
(e.g., Black 2002), “teacher metaphors” (e.g., Black 2002), “teacher cognition” (e.g., Borg,
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2003), and so on. This growing interest has emerged from the recognized notion that the beliefs
individuals hold guide their decisions and the choices they make in their everyday life (Bandura,
1986; Farrell & Lim, 2005). In this vein, it has been suggested that teachers’ classroom choices
and practices are directed by certain practical and professional theoretical frameworks, which are
derived from personal beliefs and are advanced through their own learning, teaching, and
professional socialization.
Research findings suggest that teachers’ beliefs directly affect their perceptions and
judgment of learning, including teaching interactions in their classrooms, which consequently
impact their classroom behavior (Clark & Peterson, 1986). Also, teacher beliefs serve as a
“contextual filter” by which teachers decide what occurs in the classroom, allowing them to
interpret their classroom practices (Clark & Peterson, 1986). For this reason, Higgins and
Moseley (2001) state that for professional development “an understanding of teachers‟ thinking
and beliefs are vital ingredients in effective support” (p. 205). As teachers’ thinking and beliefs
significantly affect their classroom practices and influence their learning and teaching
interactions (Borko & Putnam, 1995), it is imperative to find ways of investigating teachers’
beliefs and perceptions to shed light on teacher development.
The concept of “belief” has been assessed by a significant portion of researchers and has
been defined in different ways. According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) a belief is a merely a
construction of the information of how a person regards information, which includes “an
individual, a group of people, an institution, a behavior, a policy, an event, etc., and the
associated attribute may be any object, trait, property, quality, characteristic, outcome or event”
(p.12), or a “person’s regard of himself and his surroundings” (p.131). For Rokeach (1972), a
belief can also be construed as “any simple proposition, conscious or unconscious, inferred from
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what a person says or does, capable of being preceded by the phrase, I believe that…” (p. 113).
Sigel (1985), with a differing opinion, defines beliefs as “mental constructions of experienceoften condensed and integrated into schemata or concepts” (p.351). Further, Pajares (1992)
assesses beliefs as “messy constructs”, conveying the notion that “the quagmire in studying
teachers’ beliefs has been catalyzed by definitional problems, poor conceptualizations, and
various understandings of beliefs and belief structures” (p. 307). As Pajares (1992) states,
“They [beliefs] travel in disguise and often under alias- attitudes, values, judgments,
axioms, opinions, ideology, perceptions, conceptions, conceptual systems, preconceptions,
dispositions, implicit theories, explicit theories, internal mental processes, action strategies, rules
of practice, practical principles, perspectives, repertories of understanding, and social strategy, to
name but a few that can be found in the literature” (p. 309).
While the variations and difficulty found in studying them have been emphasized by
many scholars, beliefs have been the target of research for longer than three decades, due to the
important role they play in peoples’ intentions, decisions and actions. The realization has
occurred, meaning that in order to understand peoples’ behaviors it is foundational to establish
the mode of their thinking, what they believe in. Making an attempt to reveal the findings of
beliefs, scholars direct their efforts to not only deciphering what beliefs are but also seek to
understand their relationship relevant to knowledge, practice, experience, culture and context.
In the last three decades, the amount of educational research has primarily focused on the
degree of impact relative to teacher beliefs and subsequent instructional decisions (e.g.,
Clandinin & Connelly, 1987; Verloop, Van Driel, & Meijer, 2001). Particularly, since the 1980s,
L2 writing feedback research has been situated within a few key areas; among those include
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error correction, student perceptions of teacher feedback, influential factors on teacher written
feedback, and effectiveness of various approaches to responding to student writing.
Significance of Exploring Teacher Beliefs. There is a wide variety of factors that
determine the significance of exploring teacher beliefs. To begin, it possesses implications for
teacher training programs in the sense that it makes its way towards the revelation of teacher
practices (Johnson, 1992). In another way, it can guide curriculum structure pertaining specific
situations (Burns, 1992). Third, “it can produce solid alternatives to the ‘accepted level of
wisdom’ that generally originates from academic traditions and institutions” (Breen, Hird,
Milton, Oliver, & Thwaite, 2001, p. 472), as data comes in a direct manner through diverse
contexts. Fourth, it lends credence to the concept of teacher action review and aids teachers make
their beliefs more pronounced at social and institutional level (Jimenez, 2005). Finally, it helps
understand how teachers define and process their job (Richards, Gallo, & Renandya, 2001).
According to Freeman and Richards (1996), “understanding teachers' conceptualizations of
teaching, their beliefs, thinking, and decision-making can help us better understand the nature of
language teacher education and hence better prepare us for our roles as teacher educators” (p. 5).
Factors Influencing Language Teacher Beliefs. Research dealing with the language
teachers’ beliefs has indicated that a wide range of factors shape the beliefs, which include their
teaching experience, learning experience and participation experience in teacher educational
programs. For example, Phipps & Borg (2009) discovered that experiences of teachers shaped
their fundamental belief in the significance of meeting students’ expectations. Considering
teacher success, if their experiences in taking a prescriptive teaching approach worked, they
generally favored using it rather than feeling urged to reconsider their instructional practices with
context driven language teaching. The teachers expressed the idea that if their learners preferred
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the conventional grammar method, they would adopt it to foster discipline in their classes. Their
experience and understanding led them in their decision of using the traditional rule-based
approach in their class time following their recognition that the teacher centered method was
preferred by their students and as they were more accustomed to traditional teaching.
Further, teachers’ experience as learners has also been understood as a factor influencing
their beliefs. For instance, Numrich (1996) discovered that novice participant-teachers made the
decision to rule out error correction mainly due to the error correction received from their
language teachers. Finally, another contributing factor is the teacher training programs in shaping
teachers’ beliefs. Findings on teacher beliefs, knowledge, and cognition have garnered attention
in the sense that the beliefs of novice and experiences teachers about language learning are
shaped through teacher education (Borg, 2003). It has been argued that while exposed to
innovative theories, teachers undergo a cognitive process that takes them down a process of
reflecting on their core beliefs and comparing new to old assumptions (Pessoa & Sebba, 2006).
For example, Vieira’s (2006) longitudinal study, which sought to reveal student-teachers’ beliefs
in the beginning and at the end of their participation in an educational program, uncovered the
idea that the student-teachers seemed to have altered their view of teaching and learning. She
found that in the initial stages, teachers defined teaching as transmission of knowledge and
learning as an immersion of novel understandings, whereas by the end of the teacher education
program they stated their perspective of teaching “as creating opportunities for learning
creatively” and “learning a foreign language as a critical act” (p. 95).
Relationship between Teachers’ Beliefs and Classroom Practices
A significant amount of research studies have been carried ou to unfold the relationship
between beliefs and practices. Borg (1998) reviewed an experienced EFL teacher’s personal
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pedagogical system and his practice specific to grammar teaching in an English language
institute located in Malta to discuss the parameters of the teachers‟ pedagogical system(s) that
influenced his practice. In his findings, he brought forth the notion of how teachers’ pedagogical
decisions were swayed by the intermingling of their personal pedagogical system, their
professional and educational encounters and the contexts he taught in. Yet another study by Borg
(2001) compared the shared relationship between the two EFL teachers’ perceptions of their
KAG (Knowledge about Grammar) and their related practices and arrived at the understanding
that the teachers’ perceptions influenced their practices.
However, the connection between teachers’ beliefs and practices is somewhat
complicated by the notion that teachers may, at times, not be able to adopt practices that actually
reflect their beliefs. As a result, researchers have then found incongruence between teachers’
beliefs and practices (e.g., Calderhead, 1996; Ertmer et al., 2001; Fang, 1996).
Basturkmen et al. (2004) examined the relationship between reported beliefs and
practices of focus on form and presentation of three ESL teachers who worked in a private
language school in Auckland, New Zeland and arrived at the conclusion that a relationship
hardly existed. Kane, Sandretto, and Heath (2002) encountered little evidence for the existence
of a relationship between academically espoused beliefs and practices. Similarly, Hativa et al.
(2001) found no connection between the participant university teachers’ expressed beliefs and
practices. Such inconsistencies have been explained in various ways. Fang (1996), for example,
places emphasis on the contextual factors which may inhibit teachers from employing their
beliefs consistently in practice. Feryok (2007), who investigated the practical theory of an
Armenian EFL teacher, discovered that a portion of her cognitions apparently diverged in
practice due to contextual factors. In a similar vein, Phipps and Borg (2009) investigated related
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conflicts in three experienced EFL teachers’ grammar teaching beliefs and practices in a
preparatory school in Turkey and discovered that there was evidence of an obvious mismatch
between the teachers’ professed beliefs regarding language learning and the observed practices
that existed. According to their efforts, this discrepancy was due to contextual factors such as
expectations and preferences of students, and concerns about class discipline.
Sato and Kleinsasser (1999) conducted an investigation related to Japanese second
language in-service teachers in an effort to uncover their views and practices regarding
communicative language teaching (CLT). Subsequent reports founds that there were a mismatch
between the teachers’ practices and theories. Calderhead (1996) states that “it has been made
apparent that teachers can, at times, hold quite conflicting beliefs, which create dilemmas for
them in processing their respective practices or result in contrasting beliefs being used to validate
contradictory actions in various contexts” (Cornett, 1990).
Murray and McDonald (1997) pose the suggestion that three possible explanations for the
inconsistencies may exist. Teachers might be frustrated in their true goals by contextual
constraints; teachers’ true beliefs about teaching instruction might be more carefully reflected in
their present practices rather than in their expressed conceptions (cf. Argyris and Schön, 1974);
and teachers might not have experienced adequate training or staff development to provide them
with the ability to operationalize their conceptions of teaching in appropriate instructional
contexts.
The above research conducted by Murray and McDonald (1997) indicate that discourseoriented factors such as obligations, norms and opportunities and practical issues such as class
attendance can place constraining parameters on teachers. Yet another possibility might be that
teachers may experience difficulty reflecting on and using precise language to convey what their
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actual beliefs are. A third possibility is that teachers may not possess the skill set used put their
beliefs into practice. Yet a fourth possibility might be that teachers possess beliefs they think
they should have, and avoid talking about others which they think would not be approved of. For
instance, since it is easier to put on a facade via words, if the used curriculum is found to be full
of references to “learner-centered teaching” and “Constructivist learning”, it might lead to a
higher frequency of teachers mentioning those facets if questions about what they consider to be
important arise. Because it is not easy to perform pretentious actions, when they are viewed in
actual classroom teaching it might translate to the result that their teaching is different from their
expressed beliefs.
Argyris and Schön (1980) suggest that there is a theory consistent with what people
express, similar to a theory consistent with how they actually act. As a result, the distinction is
not between “theory and action” but it is between two different “theories of action” (Argyris et
al. 1985). They explain the understandings of “Espoused theory” as “The world view and values
people believe their behavior is based on” and “Theory-in-use” as “The world view and values
implied by their behavior, or the maps they use to take action”. They simply express the idea that
people are not aware that their theories-in-use are often not the same as their espoused theories
and they are often unaware of their theories-in-use.
Due to curriculum related limitations, teaching environment, practical classroom realities,
and social context in which they function and many other factors, teachers may not be in a
position to successfully incorporate their beliefs. That is to say, the limitations may shape their
practices. Thus, this may yield in a discrepancy between what they believe and what they
actually do. Such a dilemma may cause frustrations and dissatisfaction in teachers because of
their perceived lack of autonomy at work. Cooper (2004) notes in a publication of Institute of
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Public Policy Research (Johnson & Hallgarten, 2002) that the teaching profession, in the UK,
has become “a dissatisfied and demoralized profession” (p. 2).
Not only can contextual limitations be frustrating, the mismatch between teachers’ beliefs
and practices may come as a side effect of the teachers’ lack of awareness of their classroom
practices. Sometimes lack self-awareness about their classroom practices, so a congruence
between what the teachers think they do and their everyday classroom practices emerges. Good
and Brophy (2003) cite this lack of awareness as “Many teachers cannot precisely remember the
time in which they call on boys versus girls, the frequency and times in which students approach
them, the number of private contacts they begin with students, or the dedicated class time they
spend on procedural matters” (p. 24). However, this does not mean that teachers’ lack of practice
awareness is always a result of teachers’ unawareness of their beliefs. This discrepancy may also
be present because of the complexity and multi-dimensionality of the classroom setting in which
teachers need to make immediate decisions while teaching. In many occurrences, teachers do not
have the time nor availability for logical thought processes (Carter, 1990; Kagan, 1992).
On the other hand, sometimes teachers may be cognizant of the incongruity between their
beliefs and classroom practices but be unable to alter the situation primarily due to lack of
competence which would provide them with alternatives (Johnson, 1992). It is thus vital to
understand the sources of teachers’ classroom practices. Going over their beliefs about teaching
and learning has the potential to help teachers be more consistent with what guides their
classroom practices and enable them to construct a rich repertoire of strategies and skills for
teaching.
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Teacher Beliefs and Practices regarding Error Feedback
Corrective feedback findings have unfolded inconsistencies between teachers’ reported
beliefs regarding their provision of error feedback and actual practices. Lee’s (2009) research
revealed numerous discrepancies between teachers’ reported beliefs and actual practices
regarding how they responded to L2 writing. The findings of Lee’s (2003, 2004, 2007, 2009)
studies, carried out with secondary school teachers in Hong Kong, brought forth evidence of
tension between beliefs and practices regarding focus on language form, use of comprehensive
versus selective error feedback, and use of coded error feedback. Lee drew the conclusion that
despite teachers reported to incorporate innovative theories when responding to their students’
texts, their actual feedback revealed the use of traditional approaches i.e., focus on students’
errors and tendency to employ summative assessment.
Such mismatches between beliefs and practices are said to be driven by contextual factors
which could potentially influence teachers’ instructional practices. Lee (2003) found that even
though her Chinese participant teachers comprehensively marked their students’ texts yet they
did not seem persuaded that their related efforts resulted in the pronounced improvement of
students. The choices they made in their approach to instruction were justified by institutional
contexts, found in elements including exam pressure and school policy. Lee’s research indicates
that there is a significant amount of tension, underlying between teachers’ beliefs and classroom
practice, given the wide range of influential factors. With the exception of Lee’s findings,
teacher beliefs and practices regarding WCF in L2 writing classes have not been keenly
explored. However, research interest concerning the effectiveness of error correction in language
writing classes, as a standalone area of research, has significantly increased during the past
decade.

20

Debate on the Effectiveness of Corrective Feedback as a Instructional Tool
Truscott’s seminal paper and later research (1996, 1999, 2004, 2007, & 2009) led to a
long-term standoff with Ferris (1999, 2001, 2003, 2004, & 2006) and her supports (Ashwell,
2000; Bitchener, 2008; Chandler, 2004; Ellis, Sheen, Murakami, & Takashima, 2008). First,
Ferris and her followers hold to the notion that students’ expectations are of vital importance as
corrective feedback studies regarding students’ preferences have revealed that they feel
disappointed and less confident when their expectations are not being met (Chandler, 2004;
Cumming, 1995; Ferris, 1999; Ferris & Roberts, 2001).
Second, they claim that WCF in L2 writing is helpful for language acquisition. They
assert that constant and targeted correction in learners’ writing can bolster accuracy and
precision on a long-term basis (Chandler, 2003; Ferris, 1999). In this way, they validate the
findings suggesting that learners’ accuracy improves after targeted, structural CF (Bitchener,
2008; Ellis, Sheen, Murakami, & Takashima, 2008; Sheen, 2007). For example, Bitchener
(2008) discovered that accuracy on the usage of “the” and “a” articles as anaphoric referentials
improved within two months following the provision of WCF.
Third, Ferris and her followers support the notion that WCF can improve students’
editing skills and may even be a measure to prevent learners from fossilizing wrong structures
(Ashwell, 2000; Chandler, 2004; Ferris, 1999, 2006). Ferris (2006) found that about 80 % of
students in her L2 samples were adequately prepared to edit the errors marked by teachers in
later drafts since only 10 % students marked incorrect changes. Hyland and Hyland (2006)
comprehensively conclude that improvement in language accuracy may not be a result of WCF
alone, it is plausibly an important contributing factor.
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On the other hand, Truscott insists on the idea that grammar correction is not a significant
factor. Truscott (2007) reviews and conducts research focusing on the impact of WCF on
learners’ written accurately. He concludes that that “the best estimate is that correction has a
small counteractive effect on learners’ ability to write accurately, and that there should be 95%
confidence that if there are any overt benefits, they are very small” (p. 255). Truscott and Hsu
(2008) target the function of WCF within the context of the revision process as a marker of
learning. They carried out a longitudinal study on WCF in which students initially wrote an inclass narrative and then reviewed and revised their work in the next class session. Errors had
been underlined for half of the students, which aided them in their revision process, while the
other half performed the same task without any intervention. Interestingly, the findings were
consistent with the previous research as the treatment group with feedback outperformed the
control group, i.e., those who received no feedback. The following week, all of the students were
asked to write a new narrative as an activity by which the short-term learning could be measured.
Results revealed that the there was no significant difference between the written accuracy of the
students from the treatment group and the control group. Hence, success on the revision task was
not found to be an indicator of learning as a performance measure of a new writing task. The
study posited that error reduction during the revision process should not be taken as an evidence
of learning. The findings of the study demonstrate that research which looked into error
reduction during the revision process and did not include a second writing task does not prove
the role of WCF as an instructional tool.
In short, two essentially oppositional views have generated controversy on the role and
significance of WCF on L2 writing. On one hand, there is the notion that WCF reduces errors in
a following draft but it has no substantial effect on grammatical accuracy in a new piece of
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writing. On the other hand, various forms of error correction are as valuable as WCF, hence
plainly rejecting correction in general sense is not recommended. Therefore, if the feedback is
targeted, consistent, and cogent, it promotes language acquisition. To validate this argument,
recent studies have proposed that corrective feedback helps in language acquisition (e.g., Ellis,
Sheen, Murakami, & Takashima, 2008; Sheen, 2007). Even so, the debate remains unresolved;
Hyland and Hyland (2006) reveal in their understanding that “it is complicated to draw any clear
conclusions and generalizations from the findings as a result of varied populations, treatments
and research designs” (p. 84), which refers to the role contextual factors play in regulating the
success of corrective feedback (Ellis, 2009).
Studies against the Effectiveness of Error Correction. In his seminal1996 article,
Truscott added on to earlier studies that provided empirical support for his stance, the
ineffectiveness (or harmfulness) of error correction. The earliest research cited by Truscott as
evidence against grammar correction was that of Cohen and Robbins (1976). In their study of
three advanced ESL student writers at a college in the U.S.A., Cohen and Robbins did a
systematic comparison of all writing done by the three students over one school term, and then
they conducted interviews with each of the students. The researchers revealed that error
correction did not have a pronounced effect on student accuracy development. Though Truscott
(1996) stressed an emphasis on the results of Cohen and Robbins’s study, he simultaneously
highlighted the three main limitations of the study. 1) the nature of the case (only three students),
2) only one error category (verb form), and 3) feedback that was not similarly matched (three
different teachers).
Semke’s (1984) experimental study including learners of German as a foreign language
was also invoked by Truscott in alignment with his argument. Using the outcomes of a writing
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accuracy test, a writing fluency test, and a close test, Semke performed a comparison on the
outcomes of four teacher feedback methods. (1) providing comments and questions without
correction, (2) highlighting all errors with correction, (3) helpful comments with added
corrections, and (4) designating errors as a means by which students could self-correct. Semke
noted that there was no predominant difference among the groups in student development of
writing and subsequently concluded that any reported progress was bolstered by the writing
practice itself. Truscott (1996) allocated particular attention to the reality that Semke’s Group 1
(comments only group) scored markedly better than all the other sections on the fluency and
cloze tests, which resulted in his stance that error correction was not only unhelpful but it also
hindered learners development. Additionally, Truscott regarded the results for Group 4 (selfcorrection group), which gave way to the worst scores on fluency, as evidence against the use of
indirect feedback for self-correction, a technique frequently highly regarded in the literature
(Ferris, 2006; Lalande, 1982).
Robb, Ross, and Shortreed’s (1986) experimental study was another experiment that
Truscott (1996) employed to support his position. The study analyzed the effects of four different
kinds of feedback on errors in the written work of Japanese learners of English. (1) the correction
group received specific correction, marking the error and the acceptable forms; (2) the location
and type of errors were noted and received by the coded group; (3) without any explanation and
only using a style of highlighting was the feedback the uncoded group received;(4) each line
marking the number of errors without explanation what was the marginal group received. After
the reception of feedback, students in all groups were asked to rewrite their papers, including
correcting errors. As it pertained to accuracy, fluency, and complexity independent of feedback,
the researchers noted that there were negligible differences at the end of the course. They found
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that, in fact, the writing practice itself yielded gradual yet marked improvement of student
writing. As a result, the authors emphasized the relative impotency of direct feedback, which
necessarily involves arduous work. Truscott (1996) presented the argument that the added nofeedback comparison group would have shown the harmful effects of all types of grammar
feedback more clearly.
Another counter study that is typically noted as showing evidence of the ineffectiveness
of error correction is that of Kepner (1991). In a similar vein as Rob et al. (1986), Kepner
surveyed the results of the styles of feedback on grammatical accuracy and overall quality of
writing by interspersing types of feedback in an intermediate Spanish as a foreign language
course. Exactly one-half of the included group received comprehensive correction on all parts of
sentence-level errors in their journal entries along with a truncated note detailing the reason for
the correction, while the other half received explicit comments on content. In terms of
grammatical accuracy, Kepner did not find a notable difference between the two groups.
However, the study discovered that students who had received content-oriented feedback
produced a more pronounced number of higher-level propositions, which contained a greater
quality of writing, as opposed to the students who had received the comprehensive feedback. In
sum, Kepner resorted to the conclusion that error correction does not necessarily help student
writers make improvements in accuracy, and it may actually inhibit them from producing higherlevel responses. Although Truscott (1996, 1999) cited the study as convincing evidence against
grammar correction across all demonstrated levels of proficiency, he asserted that Kepner’s
study had a few short comings as no subsequent investigation of other kinds of feedback and
student proficiency was measured alone by means of verbal ability. Therefore, resulting in a
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substantial conclusion that grammar correction is not beneficial despite student L2 proficiency
seems to be a hasty generalization.
Truscott (1996) drew from Sheppard’s (1992) study, citing additional evidence of the
resulting negative effects of grammar correction on L2 writing classes. Sheppard drew
comparisons on the results of two different kinds of feedback (comprehensive with error codes
vs. content-oriented feedback) on the precision of verb forms, accurate marking of sentence
boundaries, and the overall complexity of writing. When the discussion turned to the accuracy of
verb forms, Sheppard reported that both the error-correction group and the content group made
marked improvements without any notable differences between the groups. As it concerned the
marking of sentence boundaries, the content group made pronounced improvements (as opposed
to the error-correction group who did not), which could be considered as evidence against error
correction. In the end, with regard to the substance of writing, which was assessed through the
number of subordinate clauses, the content group was noted as having made no significant gains,
while the error-correction group proved getting significantly worse, which could be the result of
a harmful effect of error correction. Sheppard made sense of the final results in terms of
students’ avoidance complex sentences in their writing in order not to be corrected; Truscott
(1996) regarded this result to argue that the learning progress of L2 student writers is actually
hampered by correction.
Polio, Fleck, and Leder’s (1998) study provides some additional evidence against error
correction. Polio et al. looked into the effects of direct, specific feedback on the development and
improvement of 65 college ESL students’ linguistic accuracy. Feedback was not provided to the
control group, while the experimental group received direct correction of errors and subsequently
revised one journal entry per week for a seven-week period. The outcome of this experiment
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resulted in the indication that the experimental group did not perform better than that of the
control group as it concerned measures of linguistic accuracy. As a result, Polio et al. drew the
conclusion that error correction not only wastes times, but also fails to result in any beneficial
long-term effects. Though the investigation conducted by Polio et al. was designed relatively
well, still absent of a no feedback comparison group and the length of treatment (seven weeks)
might be documented as having been too short to determine the long-term effects of grammar
correction.
Over the period four months, Fazio (2001) studied the results of three types of feedback
(corrections, comments, and a combination of the two) on writing accuracy of fifth grade
students in four (both L1 and L2) French classrooms. Noticing that there was no pronounced
improvement in accuracy over the period, Fazio reported that both L1 and L2 students produced
very similar results. While Fazio directed his interpretation to the results as revealing a lack of
attention students had paid to the correction rather than to the obvious problems with error
correction itself, Truscott (2007) took the results as showing evidence of harmful effects on error
correction as it concerned student accuracy.
Truscott and Hsu (2008) have undertaken one of the most recent studies that have
reported the ineffectiveness of error correction. Through the analysis of narratives of 47
Taiwanese EFL graduate students, Truscott and Hsu found that the revision process aided student
writers in reducing their errors on the revised selections. On the other hand, the rewriting task
after one week did not show sustainment in overall increased accuracy. Therefore, the authors
contended that error reduction made during the revision process should not be considered as an
indicator of learning.
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Studies in Favor of Error Correction. Several researchers (Ellis, 1998; Ferris, 1999)
pointed out that Truscott’s (1996, 1999, 2007) argument that error correction should be
abandoned in writing classrooms should be considered premature and overly strong. Ferris
(1999) identified two major weaknesses in Truscott’s (1999) argument. “the problem of
definition and the problem of support” (p. 3). As it concerns the problem of definition, Ferris
states that Truscott defines grammar correction in too vague of a fashion. Ferris argues that,
because there exists various types of error correction, that some can be more effective than
others. Ferris also added that effective error correction (selective, prioritized, and
comprehensible correction) definitely helps at least some student writers. As it concerned the
debate on error feedback, Ferris identified problems in Truscott’s argument, which she believed
resulted from his predisposed review toward previous studies. Ferris claimed that Truscott did
not truly portray the significance of the studies supporting his thesis while he also disregarded
contrary evidence. Ferris summarizes problems with Truscott’s review of research as the
following. (1) incomparable contexts; (2) wide-ranging subjects, research design, and
instructional methods; (3) overstatement of negative evidence an understatement of counter
evidence.
Ferris (1999) admitted that the research evidence to endorse the effectiveness of error
correction was inadequate; however, she argued that Truscott was not justified in his
presumption that his corresponding research had verified the ineffectiveness or harmful effects of
error feedback. Additionally, Ferris argued that grammar correction should continue in an effort
to prove its effectiveness (or ineffectiveness), primarily because surveys taken regarding student
opinion revealed that L2 students have an appreciation for grammar correction they receive from
their teachers. Further, she commented that L2 writing teachers should allocate more time and
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determination to maximizing the effectiveness of feedback because thoughtful correction can
improve students’ linguistic accuracy.
One of the most controversial studies as it concerns the issue of the effectiveness of error
correction was conducted by Lalande (1982).Taken with 60 German students, divided into 2
groups, Lalande placed one group in coded correction and rewriting based on the correction and
error logs. The second group received explicit correction without error logs. Lalande revealed
that the former group made markedly fewer errors over a period of time than the latter group.
The main drawback of Lalande’s study was that there was an absence of a no-feedback control
group (Truscott, 1996); while Lalande asserted the advantage of indirect feedback over direct
feedback, Truscott made a point that the most pronounced difference between the two groups
was a result not rooted in improvement of the former group but rather from the decline of the
latter group in accuracy.
Fathman and Whalley (1990) conducted another controversial study on this issue. In their
experiment with seventy-two ESL students at a college in the U.S.A., Fathman and Whalley
examined the effectiveness of both content-based and form-based feedback on local revisions by
the students guided by the teacher feedback. Fathman and Whalley revealed that the given
number of errors presented by the two treatment groups that received indirect, uncoded grammar
feedback was markedly reduced, while the number of errors made by the other two groups who
received only content-feedback had not reduced. Their study is meaningful in that it includes a
no-feedback control group. However, Truscott (2007) presented the argument that error
reduction on immediate revision tasks based on teacher feedback did not readily translate into
sustainable improvement in a student’s writing accuracy.
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In sum, most of the studies supporting the effectiveness of error correction on
development of L2 student writers’ linguistic accuracy during the 1980s and 1990s were
criticized by Truscott (1996, 1999, 2007) as not adhering or tending to the fundamental question
(Does error feedback make L2 students better writers?) either as a result of their inappropriate
research designs or due to an overgeneralization of the results. As a result, the recent studies
have made a considerable effort to be responsive to these criticisms by designing their research
more carefully, particularly in their inclusion of a no-feedback control group. For instance, Ferris
and Roberts (2001) conducted a study along these lines. In their quasi-experimental study with
seventy two university ESL students, Ferris and Roberts tested disparities in the students’ ability
to self-edit between the coded, uncoded, and no-feedback groups. Interestingly, Ferris and
Roberts revealed that both coded and uncoded feedback groups had performed better than the nofeedback group on the self-editing task. Although the study employed by Ferris and Roberts was
carefully designed containing a no-feedback control group, Truscott (2007) made the case that
the study has a significant limitation in that it did not focus on the long-term effects of error
treatment on students’ written accuracy, as it measured improvement only on an immediate
revision task.
Chandler’s (2003) study pertained to the question as to whether ESL students’ correction
of errors (both grammatical and lexical) guided by teacher feedback was responsible for the
reduction of such errors in subsequent writing over the period of one semester. The study
consisted of 31 ESL students –the experimental group received uncoded feedback (errors
underlined) and was required to make changes to all errors before the submission of the next
assignment, as opposed to the control group, which received the same feedback but was also
allowed to correct their errors by the end of the semester. Chandler revealed that students in the
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experimental group, who were instructed to correct their errors between assignments, showed a
marked increase in accuracy without the reduction of fluency and quality, while students in the
control group, who performed no error correction between assignments, did not show any
improvement. On the second round of the study, Chandler undertook a further examination
which concerned the effectiveness of teach type of feedback as it related to the four different
types of error correction: (1) direct correction, (2) underlining with error codes, (3) error codes
only, and (4) underlining only. Chandler revealed that both direct correction and simple
underlining were by far more effective than the employment of error codes in development of
accuracy. As a result, Chandler drew the conclusion that direct correction was the most effective
method for obtaining accurate revisions and that students were also in favor of the method
because explicit correction was presented in a clearer and more time-efficient manner.
Chandler’s (2003) argument in favor of direct feedback is in conflict with other scholars
who proclaim that indirect feedback is more effective, as less clearer feedback provides students
with an opportunity to be engaged in cognitive problem-solving (Ferris, 2004; Ferris & Roberts,
2001). However, given the fact that Chandler’s subjects were all students who majored in music
(who are usually not required to have higher-level language proficiency than other majors), it can
be argued that the discrepancy between the arguments might result from a difference in the level
of L2 proficiency. Ferris (2004) offered an explanation that, though indirect feedback is ideal in
most cases, some exceptions should be considered including that the fact “students at lower
levels of L2 proficiency may not possess the linguistic competence to self-correct” (p. 60),
exists. Chandler’s study attempted to fill the research gap on the issue of feedback, “the
longitudinal design that includes no-feedback control groups”, which Ferris (2004) had
previously called for. On the other hand, the control group in Chandler’s study was not actually a
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true no-feedback control group due to the fact that the group received the same feedback as
related to the experimental group, though they were not required to immediately correct the
errors.
In a more recent years, Bichener conducted a series of experimental studies (Bichener,
2008; Bichener & Knoch, 2009; Bichener, Young, & Cameron, 2005) to provide evidence for the
effective role of error correction. With 53 post-intermediate ESL students, Bichener et al. (2005)
attempted to explore the outcome of three types of feedback (explicit written feedback and
individual conferences, explicit written feedback only, and no corrective feedback) on accuracy
improvements in prepositions, the past simple tense, and the definite article over a 12-week
period. The authors made the case that the combination of explicit written feedback and
conferences had a pronounced effect on accuracy in their usage of past simple tense and the
definite article.
Bichener (2008) also undertook studies that related to the efficacy of corrective feedback
with 75 low-intermediate ESL students and revealed that students who were the recipients of
WCF outperformed in the use of the English article system, those students who did not receive
any corrective feedback. Additionally, using a delayed post-test, Bichener noted that the
difference in accuracy was discovered again two months later.
In a similar study, Bichener and Knoch (2009) examined the effects of three different
types of corrective feedback (explicit correction with written and oral meta-linguistic
explanation, explicit correction with written explanation, and explicit correction only) with 39
ESL learners on the development of their accuracy in the use of the English article system. The
authors found difference between the groups and drew the conclusion that providing corrective
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feedback itself is sufficient enough for intermediate-level learners to hone their accuracy in the
use of the English article system.
Using 52 low to intermediate ESL learners over the period of ten months, Bichener and
Knoch (2009) investigated the effectiveness of corrective feedback in the development of
accuracy. The authors revealed that the experimental group that was the recipients of corrective
feedback outperformed the control group which received no corrective feedback on all four
pieces of posttest writing (one immediate and three delayed posttests).
Ferris (2006) analyzed the written texts of the92 ESL students. She found that the
improvement in accuracy was only limited to verb errors. Ferris also pointed out that the three
teachers provided students with remarkably accurate feedback (89.4%) and argued that the
conclusions conflicted with previous studies which showed that teacher feedback is incomplete
and inaccurate (Truscott, 1996; Zamel, 1985). Moreover, she discovered that teachers moved
towards a tendency to provide indirect feedback to errors which could be treated while they
preferred to provide direct feedback to untreatable errors.
Sheen (2007) studied the effect of corrective feedback on the acquisition of articles by 91
adult intermediate ESL learners by using two experimental groups (explicit correction only;
explicit correction with metalinguistic comments) and a no-feedback control group. The findings
show that the experimental group outperformed the control group on the immediate post-tests.
Additionally, she found that the group that received a metalinguistic explanation performed
better than the other experiment group on the delayed post-tests. Sheen drew the conclusion that
corrective feedback featuring a single grammatical structure (the English article system in her
study) is effective, and metalinguistic comments also aid the learners with strong language
analytic ability.
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Ellis et al. (2008) also examined the role of two types of corrective feedback (focused and
unfocused feedback) on the development of accuracy in the English article system with 49 EFL
learners in Japan. The results show that the two experimental groups (focused and unfocused
feedback groups) outperformed the no-correction control group on the post-test involving a new
piece of narrative writing.
Possible Sources of Incongruent Findings. In a general sense, the studies conducted
within the last decade have overall found favorable effects of error correction. Responding to
these studies, Truscott (2007) modified his argument in opposition to correction by conducting a
small-scale meta-analysis of several quantitative studies on effectiveness of error correction,
therefore maintaining the position that the debate is not yet over. Given the average effect size of
previous empirical studies conducted with a control group, Truscott continued to argue that that
error correction is both ineffective and yields harmful effects on the development of student
accuracy. However, Truscott’s conclusions are in conflict with the findings of Russel and
Spada’s (2006) similar meta-analysis, which provided additional support for the role of
corrective feedback having a large positive effect size. The disparity in findings of the two
studies could largely be attributed to the fact that the two studies took on the analysis of
dissimilar studies from different perspectives, therefore providing support for each of their
arguments.
As it concerns the conflicting findings of previous studies, most L2 specialists, regardless
of their support for error correction, generally agree that the previous studies were incomparable
(Ellis, 2009; Ferris, 2004; Guenett, 2007; Russel & Spada, 2006; Truscott, 2007). Guenett (2007)
lends credence to the claim that the contradictory findings of studies on error correction were due
to inconsistent research designs and procedures as well as variables that were beyond the control
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of or not properly controlled by the researchers. With respect to research designs, Guenett
pointed out three main sources of the incomparability: variance in population (proficiency levels
and measurement of student proficiency), lack of a real control group, and lack of longitudinal
studies to indicate long-term effects of correction. Regarding methodology, Guenett regarded
variance in treatment, procedures, and measurement of accuracy as the major results of the
differences in findings. As a result, Guenett drew the conclusion that the studies were
incomparable due to incomparable design and methodology and suggested that the effect of
corrective feedback depends on various factors including “classroom context, the type of errors
students makes, their proficiency level, the type of writing they are asked to do, and a collection
of other variables that are as of yet unknown” (p.52).
Similarly, several recent studies have acknowledged of the influence of contextual factors
on effectiveness of corrective feedback (Goldstein, 2004, 2005). Hyland and Hyland (2006)
stated that “what is effective feedback for one student in one setting is less so another” (p. 88).
Ellis (2009) further stated that “the search for the best way to do written CF may in fact be
fundamentally mistaken if it is accepted that CF needs to take account of the specific
institutional, classroom and task contexts” (p. 106). Additionally, Lee (2008), following the
examination of the written feedback practices of 26 secondary English teachers in Hong Kong,
discovered that “teachers’ feedback practices are influenced by a myriad of contextual factors
including teachers’ beliefs, values, understandings, knowledge and perceptions which are
mediated by the cultural institutional contexts, such as their personal philosophies about
feedback and attitudes to exams, and socio-political issues relating to power relations and teacher
autonomy” (p. 81), likewise pointed to the inherent complexities that are involved in trying to
account for contextual factors.
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Descriptive Studies on L2 Written Feedback
Even though a significant amount of research has examined the role of error correction,
they have only added to our comprehension of the nature of L2 written feedback to a limited
extent. While experimental studies on WCF on L2 writing have typically examined error
correction, some of the descriptive research has focused on teacher WCF from the perspective of
both teachers and students. Guenett (2007) claimed that these descriptive studies, however few in
number, may play an important role in filling the gap by providing “a mine of information as to
the various dimensions of feedback as a pedagogical tool” (p. 50). Despite the fact that most
descriptive studies dealing with WCF have been primarily conducted to examine student
perceptions on teacher feedback, L2 teacher perspectives on written feedback have rarely been
investigated. L2 writing researchers have been inclined to focus their attention to the needs of the
students rather than the teachers.
Cohen (1987) surveyed 217 college ESL students, English-speaking foreign language
students, and non-native-English-speaking students in an English class in order to investigate
perceptions of students regarding teacher feedback. The students reported that their teachers
focused mainly on local aspects of student writing when providing feedback (that is, sentence
level issues rather than content or rhetorical issues). Moreover, the students responded that they
often faced challenges in understanding and effectively utilizing teacher feedback due to
confusing comments given by the teachers. As a result, Cohen drew the conclusion that teacher
feedback had less of an impact on the students that teachers would have expected. Though
Cohen’s study has several drawbacks, including his use of heterogeneous participants, his study
was groundbreaking in the field as investigation of student perceptions providing a foundation
for further studies.
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Offering a slight modification to Cohen’s initial study, Cohen and Cavalcanti (1990)
investigated teacher comments as well as 9 EFL college students in Brazil. Similar to the results
of Cohen’s 1987 study, the students believed that the focus of teacher feedback was on local
aspects of their writing such as grammar and mechanics; the students desired to receive more
balanced feedback across all aspects of writing including content and organization as well as
grammar and mechanics. However, in spite of this study using homogenous subjects, it still has
its limitations due to using an extremely small number of respondents.
Leki (1991) conducted a study of 100 ESL students in a freshman composition class to
better understand learner perceptions of teacher feedback. Leki reported that student perceptions
bucked against the common claims opposed to form-focused feedback (Krashen, 1984; Zamel,
1985).the students felt that avoiding surface-level errors was extremely important and they
wanted their teacher to provide more comprehensive feedback in correcting all of their errors.
Additionally, the study showed that students hesitate to ask for help from their native/non-native
peers, which may imply that ESL students are do not trust untrained peer reviewers.
Subsequently, Leki posited that teachers and students should reach an agreement concerning
what precisely constructive feedback is for improving student writing skills, and she further
suggested that student writers perhaps need assistance in modifying their views regarding teacher
feedback in order to receive substantial benefits from it.
In an attempt to replicate Cohen’s survey in multiple-draft settings, Ferris (1995)
researched perceptions of 155 ESL students and reached similar conclusions as that of Leki’s
study. The students had the perception that teacher feedback on local issues was the most
important area in to order to help them avoid grammar errors. Additionally, the study revealed
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that students wished for their teachers to provide feedback on both strong and weak aspects of
their writing.
Two studies conducted by Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1994, 1996) are noteworthy in that
they studied the issue of contextual difference by employing their own investigation regarding
perceptions of both ESL learners and foreign language (FL) learners. Their first review revealed
that the students (ESL and FL as a whole group) were in favor of written feedback combined
with individual conferences to develop accuracy in local aspects of their writing. On the other
hand, the ESL students were slightly more concerned with global aspects than the FL students. In
the second study, Hedgcock and Lefkowitz took a more intense look into the difference between
the ESL learners and the FL learners using qualitative and quantitative combined methods. Much
like the first study, the second study revealed that the FL learners favored teacher feedback on
local rather than global issues, as opposed to the ESL learners, who appreciated feedback on both
aspects. The authors also found that many FL writers had a tendency to identify the lengthy
composition and revision process as merely grammar practice and error correction.
Arndt (1993) surveyed 75 EFL students and 8 teachers in Hong Kong in an effort to
compare their perceptions regarding feedback. The study revealed that the students and the
teachers both concur that global feedback needs to be provided before local feedback; they also
both agreed to the notion that indirect feedback was more effective for student writers than direct
feedback. However, the students had a preference for written comments located inside their texts
juxtaposed next to the error occurrences, whereas the teachers were in favor of separate sheets
for feedback. With regards to teachers’ approaches to responding to student writing, the students
had a preference for both written feedback and face-to-face conferences, while teachers placed a
higher value on the effectiveness of face-to-face conferences for clarification, explanation, and
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negotiation. Additionally, the students did not place much value in peer feedback, compared to
other feedback approaches, unless they were required to work with others for collaborative
writing tasks.
Zhang (1995) investigated the perspective of 81 ESL students concerning their
preferences toward various approaches used by teachers to respond to student writing. The
research showed that the students mostly favored teacher feedback over non-teacher feedback
(peer feedback or self-evaluation); the results did not support previous arguments that students
favor peer feedback over teacher feedback and are not as receptive to criticism from teachers.
Studying the preference between peer feedback and self-evaluation, Zhang revealed that the
students preferred the former to the latter.
Komura (1999) studied the perceptions of 65 ESL students regarding teacher feedback,
which the results were in agreement with those of Leki’s (1991) findings as the students showed
a marked preference for comprehensive over selective feedback. Additionally, the investigation
showed that the students preferred indirect feedback as opposed to direct correction. The findings
reveal that students were most concerned with the correct use of verbs and word choice from the
major categories of grammar weaknesses.
Mongomery and Baker (2007) studied teacher perceptions in addition to student
perceptions concerning teacher-written feedback. The authors discovered that there was a
noticeably larger mismatch between the way teachers perceived their written feedback and their
real practices. As a matter of fact, the teacher feedback focused more on local aspects and less on
global aspects of student writing (on the first drafts) than their perceptions actually portrayed.
Generally, the teacher perceptions and student perceptions seem to match up fairly well,
despites’ belief that they were receiving more feedback than their teachers perceived to have
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been providing them. Based on these findings, the authors drew the conclusion that L2 teachers
often err on the side of being more attentive to the needs of students rather than their beliefs
regarding written feedback.
Zamel (1985) analyzed the comments, reactions, and markings that were provided on
students’ texts (assigned and evaluated by 15 ESL teachers) in an effort to examine teachers’
feedback to their students’ writings. In the study, over 105 intermediate ESL students’ essays
were analyzed. The findings indicate that teachers consistently provided overwhelming large
amounts of corrective feedback. Additionally, the findings from her study reveal that the ESL
writing teachers often responded to student texts as fixed and final products, and only rarely
administered content specific comments to suggest revisions. The implications of her study
suggest that teachers should reconsider their methods of providing feedback, through selfreflection, so that students can revise their writing based on the teacher feedback.
Hyland and Hyland’s (2006) study dealing with teacher feedback on intermediate L2
student’s writing also serves as research-based evidence revealing the high frequency of
feedback provided by ESL teachers. The study addressed contemporary research regarding
feedback on L2 students’ writing, examining the impact of feedback in on students’ writing and
analyzing relevant issues concerning teacher written and oral feedback, collaborative peer
feedback and computer-mediated feedback. The findings show that the teachers believed that
they should write numerous comments to give a reader response towards students’ written texts.
Moreover, they reported additional purposes for not simply responding to grammar or content.
Teachers employed different commenting techniques according to the type of essay assigned, the
point of the semester in which feedback is provided, and the proficiency of the students.
Therefore, it can be deduced that teachers allocate a substantial amount of time and make
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additional effort in commenting on their students’ writing since they perceive that provision of
feedback is essential for the development of their students’ L2 writing skills. However, despite
the frequency of L2 feedback, Hyland and Hyland (2006) found that the effectiveness of this
feedback style remains unclear.
Lee (2008) studied teacher feedback administered by 26 Hong Kong secondary English
teachers to 174 students on their written papers to determine if the teachers employed
recommended feedback strategies and principles when providing feedback to student writing.
Lee found traditional types of feedback were more commonplace. The teachers feedback focused
on local issues (grammar and vocabulary) than global issues (content and organization); direct
error correction more prevalent than indirect methods; comprehensive feedback was more
frequent than selective feedback; teacher feedback was primarily focused on the weak aspects of
student writing. After the follow up interviews with the 26 teachers, Lee interpreted the disparity
between the teacher feedback and recommended methods with regards to the responsibility of a
language teacher, language teacher’s beliefs, limited training opportunities, and an examoriented educational environment where avoiding grammar errors is the most important
consideration in public exam. As a result, Lee concluded that “teachers’ feedback practices are
influenced by a myriad of contextual factors” (p. 81).
Lee (2008) also studied student perceptions of teacher feedback in two Hong Kong
secondary classrooms. The research showed that the students, regardless of their level of
language proficiency, generally preferred to receive more written comments from their teachers.
As it concerned corrective feedback, the least proficient students were not as interested in
teachers’ feedback on grammatical errors as the high proficient students were. The investigation
also found that L2 students are often faced with difficulties in understanding and making use of
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teacher feedback, which actually supported previous research findings which indicated that
teacher feedback is often incomprehensible (Truscott, 1996; Zamel, 1985).
In short, descriptive studies pertaining to L2 written feedback have focused primarily on
student views and have produced fairly consistent results. L2 students sincerely appreciate
teacher feedback; they have a strong desire for teachers to provide feedback on local aspects of
writing to avoid grammar errors; they actually prefer teacher over non-teacher feedback. These
studies have provided valuable insight as to how students regard feedback on writing; however,
there is a lack of focus centered on those who provide such feedback, the teachers. The results
may have been meaningful, but were inconclusive as it concerns teachers being cited as part of
the studies. Because of this, the current research base requires further descriptive studies that
examine L2 teachers’ perceptions of written feedback. Additionally, most previous studies were
performed in the second language settings; descriptive studies to be taken in foreign language
settings are difficult to locate. Thus, more research needs to investigate and compare EFL writing
feedback in a variety of contexts.
Teacher Written Error Feedback Practices
Written error feedback still remains the most used form of feedback used by teachers to
respond to student writing (Beach & Friedrich, 2006). Other forms of feedback—taped
comments, teacher conferences, electronic feedback— have certain merits, but do not have a
significant meaning in the context of my research. This section aims to examine the research on
written error feedback practices.
No Right Way to Respond. Relying on latest literature, some teachers may feel pushed
to respond with feedback in a particular way. Anson (1989, 2012) condemned composition
experts for immediately approving a feedback approach without validating its usefulness in
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certain contexts. The notion of, “urge for certainty” can often pose multiple challenges. Writing
teachers, who can be overwhelmed with the formidable task of provide feedback to student
essays, look for a way to reduce the load of paper marking. The potential promise of some
procedures is seen as effective to the teachers who adopt them quickly often despite being aware
of the complex writing process (Anson, 1989). The widespread use of these practices, which may
prove valuable in some situations, but not all, may be seen as best practices not truly because
they are best tried practices but because teachers perceive them to be or employ them expecting
that they will achieve a desired result.
A problem can be found with such thinking in that writing about these practices can lead
a researcher to neglect or ignore the role of the student. If the focal role is that of the teacher,
then the actual dialoguing surrounding the nature of the writing process becomes lost in the rush
to adopt what can be deemed as prescriptive methods. Sommers (2006) made the
acknowledgement that some of the response literature “implies a hierarchy of comments;
offering praise, for example, is more constructive than criticism; posing questions is better than
giving commands; and using green pens or blue ink is always preferable to red” (p. 249).
Yet another issue with trying to determine the “right” way to respond is that the response
should be centered around students’ abilities, their ZPD (Zone of Proximal Development), and
the rhetorical context. Ferris (2003), who has conducted extensive studies on teacher response
related to English language learners (ELLs), suggests that too much feedback can potentially
overwhelm students, particularly ELLs; thus, teachers should curtail the number and types of
corrections to those which are based on students’ ZPD. In a similar vein, Beach and Friedrich
(2006) posited that effective written feedback takes into consideration the students’ ZPD and
their developmental phase. Broad (2003) remarked that teachers should base their responses on
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the contextual demands related to the classroom, not on a generic criteria (i.e., a standardized
rubric).
The most recent written feedback theorists (Anson, 2012; Huot & Perry, 2009;
Knoblauch & Brannon, 2006) are labeled as being in agreement with Broad (2003) pertaining to
the contextual nature of response. Feedback is the most effective and reliable when it is one
among several strategies to employ in a particular classroom context. The determination of the
appropriate feedback practices should be necessitated by the needs of the individual student.
Anson (2012) contended that the shift away from the ‘best’ methods interchanges
“thoughtfulness for mindless application” (p.198). Teachers, then, can “look beyond simplistic
cause-and-effect formulas as justification for preferring one practice over another” (Knoblauch
& Brannon, 2006).
Other concerns related to the “right” way to respond include the timing of the writing
process (in terms of when to respond and where on the page to respond). Those questions, while
significant, will be discussed in the context of the information to be presented in the following
sections.
Types of Written Feedback. There is an abundance of literature that has been written
about the kinds of written feedback. In the following section, I review the literature related to
those types of responses.
Directive versus Facilitative (or direct versus indirect).Direct feedback essentially tells a
writer what to do. While this kind of feedback is specific in nature, it also leaves little liberty for
the writer to work with. For example, a teacher may say, “Omit this word” when responding to a
student’s writing. Facilitative feedback in terms of written feedback suggests that students need
to make changes without directly stating that a change must be made. Facilitative feedback is not
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always phrased in a questions-based format. For example, the presentation of a lacking thesis
statement could be written one of two ways: “Can you identify your thesis statement?” or “Your
introduction does not give a clear direction for your paper.” Some researchers specifically refer
facilitative feedback as being indirect feedback; the terms interchangeably in the following
sections as they function in the same manner for the most part.
Yet there is the claim by other researchers who suggest that direct feedback may be
better. Sweeny (1999) carried out his research with developmental writers at the college level, he
found that writing quality of the writers improved as a result of direct feedback when they were
instructed where and how to make changes. Nevertheless, English Language Learners (ELLs)
may misperceive indirect feedback. Hyland and Hyland (2001) remarked that direct comments
can confuse ELLs and therefore cause problems for them. Since indirect or facilitative feedback
may also be phrased as questions, the ELLs may not understand the feedback to revise their
writing.
Some researchers have put forth the notion that facilitative or indirect feedback is more
effective or valuable than that of directive comments. Welch (1997) presented the argument that
teachers should typically avoid directive (which he termed as foreshadowing) feedback, and
instead provide facilitative (which he termed as sideshadowing comments) feedback.
Considering the ability of a student to think about his or her writing in a certain say, Welch
(1997) said that teachers should provide such feedback that allows them to reflect on their own
ideas. Facilitative feedback holds the students responsible for the text with guided feedback from
the teacher (Atwell, 1998; Ferris, 1997; Johnston, 1983).
Vague versus Specific. The feedback can be inconsistent and vague, despite teachers
consider it the primary form of teachers’ response to student writing (Smith, 1997; Straub, 1996).
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One of the most cited disapprovals of ambiguous, random feedback came from Sommers (1982).
The majority of her findings in her groundbreaking study support that “most teachers’ comments
are not text-specific and could be interchanged, rubber-stamped, from text to text” (p. 152, focus
on originality). Labeling such feedback as being typical, she remarked that ambiguous, nonspecific feedback is focused on the product rather than on the process of writing. Zamel (1997),
in her L2 study of 15 teachers’ written feedback, discovered that teachers employed non-specifi
comments which was directed only on surface-level issues in the paper; they considered drafts as
final products. Although Sommers’s and Zamel’s studies have some drawbacks as they did not
take into account classroom context or teacher background, they did show that ambiguous
written feedback does not help student revise.
However, several studies revealed that specific feedback was preferred by the students,
also termed as descriptive feedback. Specific feedback is more valuable in assisting students
understand the teacher expectations. The teachers who adopt a reader-response approach tend to
use descriptive, targeted response (Elbow, 1981; Johnston, 1983). Bardine, Bardine, and Deegan
(2000) employed a case study approach to examine the corrective feedback provided to high
school students. The findings show that students had a preference for specific feedback as it
provided explanations. Ferris (2003) also discovered that L2 students have a preference for
descriptive response which suggests ways in which student can improve their writing. Students
also prefer descriptive feedback it helps them understand the strong and weak aspects of their
writing (Beach, 1989).
Content versus Form (or global versus local). A big concern for language teachers is
the central question as to how to focus on global issues of content rather than local issues of
form. Some of the considerable issues include the timing of when to provide a response on
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content and form while other issues involve the location of placing comments related to content
and form. However, students do not value these issues as being most important. While many
researchers claim that effective writing classes should be multi-draft classrooms whereas
feedback early drafts should focus on content (Sommers, 1982); others suggest that the timing of
global feedback does not have a noteworthy effect on revision (Ashwell, 2000; Fathman &
Whalley, 1990). Asit concerned the placement of teacher response, neither seemed to have a
more significant effect on students’ work. Ferris (1997) discovered that students have a
preference for specific, marginal comments as they relate to their texts. Connors and Lunsford
(1993) reported that the respondents to their survey praised the teachers who used minimal
feedback in which the responses were written in a particular manner and allowed students to
revise. On the other hand, they also noted that teachers’ comments towards the end of the paper
also received a positive response from the students. Smith, 1997 suggested that the same
commenting structure (endnotes type of comments) had the most potential to help the students
revise their writing.
The issue of editing has been the subject of most of the research that has dealt with form
versus content. Most teachers (three-fourths of the teachers in Anson’s 1989 study) still place a
high value on local, surface issues (Sommers, 1982, 2006) despite such emphasis has not
necessarily been effective in helping students avoid those types of errors in future writing.
Unfortunately, there is a larger issue at hand as it concerns local feedback; often times the
teachers are not aware of implications of pointing out local errors only (Anson, 2000; Ferris,
2003). Moreover, teachers have wide conceptions and perceptions of error. Therefore, the
seriousness of the error depends on the teacher. Further, many times teachers comment on local
errors based on their own personal judgments (Connors & Lunsford, 1988). Genre-specific
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writing and ways of thinking may also be another factor related to the treatment of local errors
(Briggs & Pailliotet, 1997; Weaver, 1996).
The ongoing debate over editing comments for L2 writers is definitely heated. According
to Truscott (1996), second-language (L2) research confirms the claim that teaching grammar to
ELL students is inconclusive, ineffective, and even “detrimental” (p. 330). Ferris (1999) took a
different approach than Truscott, advocating the teaching of grammar to ELL students.
Truscott’s made a valid claim about the scarcity of empirical studies to validate that grammar
correction of ELLs was a useful practice; however, while Ferris admits that such studies are
fewer in number, she also still asserts that correction of local errors helps the language learners.
Best Feedback Practices. For teachers to make appropriate pedagogical choices for their
students, they often use broad principles to guide them in making choices about to “rightly”
respond to student writing. Straub (1996, 1997, 1999, 2000) conducted numerous studies that
investigated the ways that teachers provide feedback to students’ writing. Examining his own
practices and years of research on corrective feedback, Straub (2000), put forth an outline of the
following principles he employed when providing feedback to student writing.
1. Feedback should be in the form of conversation.
2. Global concerns of content, organization and purpose should be given pripority before
getting involved with style and correctness.
3. Scope of your feedback and the number of corrections and comments should be
specific.
4. The focus of feedback should be selected according to the stage of drafting and relative
maturity of the text.
5. Feedback should be individualized.
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7. Praise should be frequently used.
Elbow (1999), who suspects that students learn from to teacher feedback, however recommends
some broad guidelines for teachers.
1. Get some sort of reflection from student as to what he or she was thinking as the
writing was taking place, as in a journal entry or a cover letter. This should be something
informal.
2. Glance through peer responses before making comments.
3. Read the entire text before commenting. Then, focus the comments on two or three
areas.
4. Write lightly or just put squiggly lines/short phrases, etc. Comments should be given
on a separate sheet so as not to mess up students’ papers. He suggested that teachers
should not put ink on their papers to send an important message about them owning and
being in charge of their own text.
5. Take a few mins after returning their papers and have them write a note/reflection
about their reactions to comments.
6. Rather than think about the work of responding in terms of critique, simply describe
the paper—this is a good way to respond: main points, sub points, structure
7. Phrase the comments positively (p. 198-199).
While these guidelines do not directly serve as a list of “best practices,” teachers are
nevertheless posed with options for responding to their students’ texts. Some researchers,
however, issue warnings against these response practices since they do not support the notion of
teacher as reader approach (Anson, 1989, 2012; Huot, 2002; Huot & Perry, 2009). Lastly, even
though there does not exist a list of best practices, it is generally the case that writing teachers
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avoid only giving a “grades-only” comment when students’ papers are returned with the only
mark found on the paper is the grade (Haswell, 2008).
Although research shows that there is no one right way to provide feedback, research also
has shown that students prefer some types of feedback better than the other depending upon the
purpose of writing. In addition, the style of feedback should not be measured in terms of badness
or goodness, given that there is a wide variety of factors that dictate if and how it will be
effective.
Developing Autonomy in Writing through Error Feedback
Helping ESL students identify and self-correct themselves as editors, Ferris (1995) has
crafted an approach to written correction based on indirect feedback. Ferris contends that,
teachers need to acknowledge and address at least the following three pedagogical factors in
order to ensure the effectiveness of WCF. Firstly, students should have the significance of
writing correction in the process of writing made clear; secondly, there should be a selection and
focus on error pattern rather than standalone errors; and thirdly, the feedback should be
distributed on rough drafts of essays, rather than a final copy.
In the process approach of writing, revision is an essential element (Wallace & Hayes,
1991). Specifically, peer feedback is one of the most prominent revision methods employed.
Students evaluate their peers' writing and offer comments and suggestions. Paulus (1999) has put
forth the argument that peer feedback (also referred to as peer revision) encourages students to
revise and improve their writing. Further research (e.g., Berg, 1999; Hyland, 2003) also claims
that feedback enhances students’ critical thinking and evaluation.
Ferris and Hedgcock (1998) provide an additional outline of the advantages of peer
feedback. For example, there is this idea that peer feedback gives students the ability to a) play
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an active role in learning writing (Mendonca & Johnson, 1994), b) use their peers' ideas to
redraft their writings (Mendonca & Johnson, 1994), c) receive reactions from an authentic
audience (Mittan, 1989), d) receive more than one point of view about their writing from
different peer groups (Mittan, 1989) receive clear and direct feedback from their peers about
what they have done well and what they still have to improve (Mittan, 1989; Witbeck, 1976), f)
improve their critical and analytical skills through responding to peers' writing (Leki, 1990a;
Mittan, 1989), and g) develop self-confidence by comparing their own abilities to their peers'
strengths and weaknesses (Leki, 1990; Mittan, 1989).
Teachers can opt for the above feedback strategies in the following ways, suggested by
Ferris (2011).
1. Teacher feedback should be reduced as term progresses; teachers should require more
student involvement.
2. Peer- and self-editing workshops should be used in class to build student autonomy.
3. Teachers should raise awareness about the effects of error on real-world audiences by
emphasizing the importance of attending to accuracy, especially in final stages of text
production.
4. Direct/indirect feedback should be combined (e.g., direct feedback for lexical errors
such as prepositions, indirect for errors students should be able to correct).
5. Teachers should provide more direct feedback for lower-proficiency learners; more
indirect feedback for advanced learners.
6. Research indicates that indirect feedback "is more helpful to student writers in most
cases because it leads to greater cognitive engagement, reflection, and 'guided learning
and problem-solving'" (19).
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7. Teachers should include accountability mechanisms by asking students to
revise/rewrite texts and/or complete reflection/analysis exercises after receiving
corrections. Self-editing strategies for ELs for example proofreading can be developed
by.
o Using word-processing tools effectively
o Reading aloud
o Maintaining adequate time & distance from writing content
o Analyzing word choice, sentence structure, and style. Independent study and
practicing resources for self-correction should be encouraged to every possible
extent.
If students are able to alter their own mistakes, it reveals their understanding of the
subject while allowing them to become more confident in their own knowledge. Self-correction
habits stemming from confidence allows students to depend less on others (i.e., their coach) and
thus they are able to write more freely, knowing that they can correct their own missteps. As a
result, they will become more confident and autonomous writers, which should really be the true
goal of ESL writing class.
As an additional approach, teachers should encourage students to correct each other. Peer
correction has the ability to open student talk time and may also increase student interaction.
While it may seem much easier to do with homework and written work, it can also be done
sporadically on the spot and with delayed correction located on the board.
Finally, the effectiveness of coupling a student-teacher conference with WCF has also
been supported by research (Fregeau, 1999). Conferencing provides opportunity to the teacher
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and students to review the issues that may arise from student writing and feedback, since many
students find understanding written feedback difficult.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
The previous chapter laid out the theoretical concepts guiding this study, along with prior
research on written error feedback. As stated in the literature review, a great deal of the previous
studies has focused on the impact of providing feedback to correct students’ writing, whereas the
translation of teacher perception into concrete practices continues to be under examined. While
there has been consistent development in research pertaining to written error feedback (Ferris,
2004; Guénette, 2007), it should be noted that there is a shortage of mixed methods research
relevant to teacher perceptions and related practices. This appears difficult to understand, as a
mixed methods research design proves to reveal a more comprehensive examination of teachers’
perceptions and practices. The gap in the previous research functions as a key factor for the
construction of the present study.
Chapter 3 consists of a synopsis of methods employed in this study. It provides a
description of the respondents of the study, research questions, the instruments used for data
collection, and a summary of research procedures from the selection of respondents to the
collection of data. The final section of this chapter deals with the quantitative and qualitative
methods of data analysis with respect to the research question.
Research Questions
The purpose of this study is to investigate university teachers’ perception and practices
regarding written error feedback at undergraduate level in Pakistani context. To achieve this
purpose, the present study combined several features of a mixed methods approach to bring
together quantitative and qualitative data sets in an effort to offer insights into this research issue.
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In particular, this study aims to answer the following research questions.
1. What are the perceptions of university EFL teachers regarding written error correction in
Pakistan?
2. What are the current written feedback practices of university EFL teachers in Pakistan?
3. To what extent are the feedback perceptions congruent with the actual feedback practices
of the EFL university teachers in Pakistan?
4. What type of feedback do the university EFL teachers provide in Pakistan?
5. Which aspects of student writing do the teachers focus on? Are the foci different in
different drafts?
6. What are the perceptions of the teachers regarding selected approaches to error
treatment?
7. What are the contextual factors which influence the written feedback practices of
university EFL teachers in Pakistan?
Research Design
Every method of research has certain negative and positive aspects. Therefore, the
research design for the study has been carefully selected considering the purpose and scope of
the study, and the research gaps within area of written error correction. The determining factor
for the selecting mixed methods design was the saturation of quantitative methods used in
previous research on WCF. Hence, the findings will supplement research on the expanding body
of literature by unfolding the perspectives and practices of university teachers in Pakistan.
The scarcity of a mixed method approach employed in the research design of most of the
previous studies has been limiting the scope of exploration and examination of beliefs and
practices held by teachers in relation to WCF. This disparity in the methods employed by the
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previous research paved the way for this study to adopt the features of a mixed methods
approach which perfectly suits the study’s time frame.
Containing an incorporation of a mixed-methods design, the methodological principles
were guided by both quantitative and qualitative methods (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989).
Because the research questions were fundamentally exploratory, the mixed methods approach
provided a more effective focus. Using this specific design has enlarged the current study by
offering further exploration via the collection and examination of both numeric and textual data.
A mixed methods approach is the “third research paradigm”, in addition to quantitative
and qualitative methodologies (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, p.14). It is defined as the incorporation
and integration of quantitative and qualitative methods in a study or in several stages of a study
with research in progress, along with philosophical assumptions, research design, collection and
analysis of data, and the interpretation of research findings (Creswell & Clark, 2011; Greene,
2008; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2009; Tashakkori & Teddlie,
2010; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). The salient feature of mixed methods is that an integration
of both quantitative and qualitative methods results into an enhanced breadth and depth of
understanding of the research problem, as opposed to either method by itself (Creswell & Clark,
2011; Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007). The logic of mixing, the collection and resulting
analysis of both types of data, and the incorporation of strategies of two elements of data at any
aspect of the research process are found within the mixed methods research design. More
specifically, the idea of mixing directly refers to the reasons associated with the purpose behind
incorporation of quantitative and qualitative methods, the particular design of the research,
assumed paradigm(s), and the mixed methods research inquiries. The thorough and rigorous
integration of the two methods serve to make the logic motivating this design more explicit.
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Generally, mixed methods research simply involves the combination of components or
phases found in both quantitative and qualitative research. The integration of the two kinds of
data can be done at any stage of data collection, analysis, and the interpretation of findings. As
Creswell (2003) notes, there are mainly two ways of mixing quantitative and qualitative models.
The first mixed methods design is termed as sequential; one kind of data method is used
(quantitative, for example) and then the other is employed (qualitative) later to validate the
results. The second type of mixed methods design is known as concurrent or convergent design
(Creswell & Clark, 2011, p. 66) wherein the quantitative and qualitative strands are implemented
during the same phase of a research study.
This study employed a convergent design. The purpose of this mixed methods
investigation was to more carefully examine the error feedback perceptions and practices of
university EFL teachers, and this was carried out by converging both quantitative (questionnaire)
and qualitative data (interviews and feedback). Qualitative and quantitative data are usually
assessed and corroborated for a more complete understanding in the convergent designs. The
phase of mixing occurs simultaneously (parallel design) and typically during interpretation or
data analysis.
The convergent parallel design of mixed methods was utilized in this study. This design
is usually thought of as ―triangulation and was previously called the convergence model
(Creswell, 2003). In this design, the collection and independent analysis came with both
qualitative and quantitative data, followed by a mutual integration and interpretation of the said
data (Creswell & Clark, 2011). The quantitative and qualitative data are separately analyzed then
the results are merged and integrated in order to form inferences. These inferences derived from
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mixed methods research are deductions or explanations obtained from the different quantitative
and qualitative strands of the data (Creswell & Clark, 2011).
As a result, the validity of the findings is enhanced due to the amount of sources and
types of data involved in the analysis, thereby making triangulation possible. In the present
study, the qualitative data collected through interviews and samples of feedback expanded the
quantitative data collected through the survey.
A distinct example of a mixed method research design in the field of corrective feedback
is Lee’s (2004) study, which investigated teacher perceptions, preferred feedback methods, as
well as student beliefs and attitudes with regards to written error correction. Her study provides a
distinct model of a mixed methods research design. In an effort to effectively deal with the
research questions, she included 19 teachers who completed survey questionnaires and took part
in the interviews. Additionally, she surveyed 320 students, while 27 of those students took part in
the follow-up interviews. She collected data from three sources: (1) a survey for teachers,
consisting of a questionnaire and follow-up interviews; (2) a task related to teacher error
correction; and (3) a student assessment including a questionnaire and subsequent follow-up
interviews. The findings of the study revealed teacher perspectives and practices, and students’
beliefs pertaining WCF. The employment of a mixed methods design offered data through
teacher self-reports via questionnaires and relevant follow-up interview. Likewise, student
perceptions and attitudes relative to written error correction were gathered mainly from
questionnaire. Lee’s study not only focuses on the significance of mixed methods research but
calls for an essential need for additional studies that employ mixed methods design. She
discovered in her use of a mixed methods design that information was more readily available,
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and that the design provided the means to analyze teacher error feedback more deeply by
addressing every part of the research questions.
Perpignan’s (2003) study is another example of a mixed methods approach employed to
investigate teacher’s beliefs and students’ beliefs and attitudes concerning WCF via semistructured interviews conducted with two English teachers, and questionnaires received from 46
ESL students. In particular, the questionnaires were administered to elicit students’ beliefs and
attitudes concerning WCF while 40-50 mins semi-structured interviews were carried out in order
to elicit teacher beliefs in written error correction. Students’ attitudes and beliefs regarding
written error correction showed a broad variation. Correspondently, teachers’ responses to
student writings were determined by the types of writing they received from their students.
Corresponding to Lee’s (2004) study, the mixed methods design generated a variety of data
collected via student self-reports found in questionnaires and teachers’ written error correction
practices elicited largely through semi-structured interviews
It is also important to note that the collection of physical artifacts as a form of authentic
student writing have typically been included within most designs of previous studies on WCF
(Ferris, 1997; Ferri et al., 1997; Montgomery & Baker, 2007). With these physical artifacts
(mostly student essays pre-assessed by teacher) have been gathered to gain more accurate insight
into teachers’ actual practice of WCF. While most of the quantitative studies have used the
samples of students’ written work, the current mixed methods study also employs the collection
of written feedback samples in an effort to develop a thorough understanding of the process in
which teachers translate their beliefs to their actual teaching practice regarding WCF.
Additionally, the collection of feedback samples provided real data regarding the kind of written
error correction method (implicit or explicit). The feedback samples enable the researcher of the
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present study to gain insight to the further explore teachers’ preferences about written error
correction.
Therefore, the mixed-method approach was selected for this study because it has been
established as the most suitable way to deal with all seven research questions; making the way
for findings which are more probable to have complementary strengths and non-overlapping
weaknesses(Johnson & Turner, 2002). In addition, this approach further provides comprehensive
findings, which allow for more in depth investigation of the issue (Frechtling, Sharp, & Westat,
1997). In this study, qualitative and quantitative approaches stand to show different ends of a
continuum rather than being treated as polar opposites (Newman & Benz, 1998). As this study
exists within the middle of the continuum by combining and incorporating elements of both
kinds (Creswell, 2009), the mixed method approach was selected as an effort to make use of the
strengths of each method, as well as to offset their respective shortcomings.
Participants of the Study
The participants were selected through purposeful sample (Creswell, 2003). Within the
selected four public sector universities in Pakistan, all university EFL teachers were invited to
voluntarily participate in the study. Teachers were recruited during researcher’s visit to target
universities. Since the study aimed at directly comparison two sets of findings about a single
topic, the individuals who participated in the quantitative sample were requested to participate in
the qualitative sample (Creswell & Clark, 2011). A total of 39 university teachers volunteered to
take part in the study. Each one of them completed the quantitative phase of the study and 14 of
the teachers volunteered to complete the qualitative phases of the study, interviews.
Of the 39 participants, 22 (57%) were male and 17 (43%) were female. The majority
(43%) were between the ages of 30 and 40. Nearly two third of the participant teachers had five
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years or less of teaching experience, i.e., more than one third (43%) of participants were in their
first five years of teaching career. Their academic background ranged from MA to Doctorate in
Applied Linguistics, TESOL, Literature, and Education. Table 1 depicts the profile of the
teachers with regards to demographic information including gender, academic qualification,
major, and number of years teaching English.
Table 1
Participants’ Profile
Traits

Category

Gender

Academic Qualification

Major

Experience

Frequency

Percentage

Male

22

56 %

Female

17

44 %

MA

15

38%

MPhil

19

49%

PhD

05

13%

Linguistics/TESOL

24

61%

Literature

12

31%

Education

03

8%

0-5 years

17

44%

6-10 years

09

23%

11-15 years

06

15%

16-20 years

04

10%

21-25 years

03

8%
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Table 1 (Continued)
Participants’ Profile
Traits

Category

Frequency

Percentage

Literature

15

38%

Education

05

13%

The study employs four limiting parameters to select participants for the present study.
The first parameter restricted the concept of error correction specifically used in WCF. The size
parameter predicted the nature of data to be gathered. In this study, the sample size was restricted
to four Pakistani public sector universities. In an effort to concentrate on the time parameter, the
collection of data was confined to a period of twelve weeks i.e., from May 2014 to July 2014.
The location parameter was limited to four Pakistani universities due to their physical location
convenience. Moreover, the participants of the present study were chosen for motivation to
participate and accessibility.
Recruitment of Participants. The decisive criterion used in the selection of participants
was based on the following considerations. First, they were required to be a member of faculty
located at one of the four universities, chosen for the study; second, they had to be regarded as
English language Teachers; third, their willingness to share their experiences clearly outlined in
the informed consent form distributed to them before the interview or questionnaire
administration.
The potential subjects for this study were contacted through the concerned authorities in
their universities via an official letter from the advisor’s side as directed by the Institutional
Review Board. The concerned authorities like the dean, registrar, and department(s) chair(s) of
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the selected four universities for this study informed the potential participants through a flyer on
the notice board on behalf of the researcher.
Keeping in view the energy constraints in Pakistan where websites are not updated for
months due to an ongoing energy crisis, and people have limited access to internet, it was
considered more practical to contact the administrators in the target institutions to reach the
respondents of this study. Moreover, not every faculty member is required to provide his/her
contact information on the university website so it was difficult to contact every prospective
participant for this study. In addition, English is taught as a mandatory subject in all Pakistani
universities so that there is always a large number of faculty members working in the English
department of every university. The present study tended to engage only 10 respondents from
each of the target university so it was assumed that the a volunteer participation from 10
respondents

out of a population of around 30 EFL university teachers in a target institution does

not imply that the respondents had been obliged to take part in this study.
Data Collection Methods and Instruments
This section explains each instrument used in this study and provides insight as to what
reasons motivated to choose the instrument. As a convergent design must address the same
concept in both the quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell & Clark, 2011), the data analysis
procedure combined both quantitative and qualitative data into the findings. Data were collected
in two phases. Quantitative data were collected in the first phase via the questionnaire and
feedback samples. During the second phase, open-ended, semi-structured interviews were held
with a selection of respondents, which translated into a collection of qualitative data. Within one
week of the first phase of data collection and its completion, interviews were held during the
following week. At first, all of the teachers who completed the first phase of data collection were
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asked to take part in the interview phase; however, only 14 participants volunteered to take part
in the qualitative phase of data collection.
In order to examine the teachers’ beliefs and actual practice regarding WCF, the study
employed the collection of various forms of data (questionnaire, feedback samples, and
interview). The numerous sources of data employed to inform each research question are
reflected in Table 2.
Table 2
Research Questions and Data Sources
Research Questions

RQ1

Questionnaire

Feedback
Sample



Interview



Teachers’ Feedback Perceptions
RQ2































Teachers’ Feedback Practices
RQ3
Relationship between Teachers’
perceptions and Practices
RQ4
Teachers’ Practices
RQ5
Teachers’ Practices
RQ 6
Teachers’ Perceptions
RQ 7



Teachers’ Practices
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Table 2 illustrates that each instrument of data collection supplied data to address each
research question on teachers’ perspectives and practices regarding WCF. The open ended
interviews were carried out to gather extensive information on teachers’ perspectives and
practices regarding written error correction, peer review, and learner autonomy (RQ1, RQ2,
RQ5, and RQ6). The feedback samples represent the teachers’ actual practice of providing WCF
including type and focus of feedback provided on students’ writing (RQ1, RQ2, RQ3, and RQ4).
In addition, the questionnaire elicited demographic information, teachers’ perceptions, and
relationship between teachers’ perceptions and practices of written error correction (RQ1, RQ2,
RQ3, RQ4, and RQ5). The following sections discuss the methods employed in this study and
the role of each method in addressing the research questions.
Quantitative Instrument: Questionnaire. A questionnaire was developed to understand
personal and professional profiles, demographic information, and perceived current feedback
practices (part I), the perceived types of feedback (Part II), perceptions of EFL teachers
regarding the use of written feedback to develop learner autonomy (Part III), perceptions on
practice of selected approaches to responding to student writing (Part IV). Each section of the
questionnaire is outlined below.
Part I. Demographic Information & Current Written Feedback Practices. The goal of
Part I was to collect information about the personal and professional background of each of the
survey’s participants, including his or her demographic information and perceived present
written feedback practices. This section included 12 items. 6 items concerning demographic
information, comprising gender; age; highest level of education; concentration, teaching
concentration; years of teaching experience, 5 items related to perceived current practices
regarding written feedback practices, including the amount of readings prior to responding to
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student writing, time allocated to marking compositions, frequency of students receiving writing
assignments, opportunities to get training on written feedback, sources of personal beliefs
guiding written feedback; and 1 item related to students’ proficiency levels. In order to confirm
that the respondents had been identified correctly, demographic questions were incorporated into
this survey. Additionally, it assisted in grouping the respondents based on their age, years of
experience, concentration, needs, and interest.
Part II. Types of Written Feedback. Part II was outlined in an effort to inquire about the
perceived types of written feedback Pakistani university teachers employed while responding to
student writing. A total of 14 (13-26) items were developed to collect teachers’ perception data
on aspects of students’ writing on which respondents provide feedback (Item 13),
comprehensiveness of corrective feedback (14), prioritization of grammar errors for selective
feedback (15), explicitness of corrective feedback (16), methods of indicating grammar errors for
indirect feedback (17), feedback location (18), focus of feedback (19), equality of feedback (20),
revision of essays (21), follow-up methods (22), feedback on early drafts (23), feedback on later
drafts (24), follow up on students’ poor response to feedback (25),self-correction and peer
review (26). Out of the 14 items, nine (Items 14, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 25, 26) were selected
response items in which the respondents were required to select a single answer per item, while
five items (Items 13, 15, 18, 23, 24) could be classified as potentially having more than one
response, which allowed for a variety of responses that the respondents could choose per item.
With the multiple selection items, the options were identified as being mutually exclusive. The
purpose motivating the inclusion of multiple-selection of items was that teachers could adopt
more than one strategy or focus on more than one aspect of writing when responding to student
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work. Moreover, multi-select items allowed me to ascertain more information regarding
respondents’ perceived feedback practices.
Part III. Perceptions regarding the Use of Written Feedback. Part III of the
questionnaire was positioned in such a way to gauge perceptions of the university EFL teachers
in Pakistan concerning the use of written feedback in an effort to develop learner-centered
environment. This part compiled a sum of 25 items. 23 positive and 2 negative statements (43,
44) regarding the use of written feedback. These statements have been developed using the
literature covering L2/FL writing feedback studies as a basis. All the items utilize a 5-point
Likert scale (Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree).
Part IV. Perceptions of Selected Approaches to Responding to Student Writing.
Part IV of the questionnaire was developed to better understand teacher perceptions of selected
approaches to responding to student writing, including face-to-face oral feedback, written
comments, electronic feedback, follow up on error feedback, peer review, and guided selfevaluation. In this section, perceptions of selected styles of responding to student writing
correlated to how often the EFL university teachers employed each of the mentioned six
approaches. Part IV consisted of eight items. The response signified the occurrence of each
feedback strategy. The options ranged from very often, to sometimes, to not most of the times,
or not at all.
Qualitative Instrument: Interview. The study employed semi-structured interviews
using open ended responses to collect thorough, valid, and significant data from the participant
teachers (Creswell, 2005; McKay, 2006). Yin (2003) claims that conducting interviews like
guided conversations provides for fluidity in conversation and minimizes rigidity.
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It is highly advantageous to use interview as a data collection tool, given that the
researcher can focus directly on the issue at hand. Semi-structured interviews not only unveiled
the teachers’ perceptions and practices regarding WCF but they were also employed in an effort
to fully understand the practices of written error correction during data analysis and
triangulation.
Considering the strengths, the design of the research provided for an audio-recorded,
open-ended interview with 14 university teachers. Three areas of discussion were used to decide
the structure of the interview. Questions regarding feedback practices were asked first (Questions
1, 2, and 3); feedback perceptions (Questions 4 and 5) made up the second part of the interview;
finally, teachers’ perspectives and practices used in fostering learner autonomy via error
correction feedback comprised the last part of the interview (Questions 6-10). The following
group of open-ended questions was used in an effort to engage teachers and investigate their
beliefs regarding the significance of WCF and their respective WCF practices.
1. How do you deal with the situation when there are too many errors to attempt to correct
everything?
2. Do you read the whole essay first and then give feedback as you go? What do you give
most on, form or content? Why?
3. Do you suggest your students to move certain section of a paragraph to another paragraph
because it was creating unity issue?
4. How helpful do you think teacher feedback is for improving students’ writing? Do you
have any doubts about the value of feedback given on composition? Why?
5. Do you think the students understand the amount of effort required to improve their
writing abilities and make the required amount of effort?
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6. What are your thoughts on a peer editing session? How useful is this and why?
7. Do you think that you offer your students topics of their interest?
8. Do you feel that as you get to know the students and their particular wants and needs, or
the way they react to your feedback, that you adjust the feedback you give?
9. Would you prefer to let your students choose their own topic to write on, without any
prompting from you?
10. Do you think it will be a good idea to discuss with the students in the classroom about
certain type of feedback you normally use? Are you ready to listen to your students’
opinion about your feedback practices? Do you think your students’ opinion will have an
influence on your practices in future?
The following table displays the focus the interview questions in relation to the research
questions of the study.
Table 3
Summary Information of the Interview Questions
Questions

Description

Part I

Feedback Practices

Question 1, 2, 3
Part II
Question 4,5

Feedback Perceptions

Part III

Perspectives and practices on fostering learners’
motivation and autonomy through error feedback.

Question 6-10
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Following the collection of questionnaires and feedback samples, 14 respondents were
interviewed the following week. The interview time ranged between 15-20 mins for each
respondent. The interviews mainly served three purposes. (1) to further elicit the teachers’
perceptions regarding the effectiveness of WCF; (2) to investigate the degree to which the
perceptions were reflected in their actual practice of providing WCF; and (3) to explore their
underlying beliefs guiding their WCF practices, reflected in their survey responses and feedback
samples.
Additionally, the interview sessions assisted in addressing these issues of validity and
reliability. The conclusions have been drawn after the verification of information found in the
interview sessions, which are considered appropriate and in accordance with Hopkins’ (1993)
and Burns’ (1997) findings. Triangulation of data, which has already been discussed, is found in
the interviews as a checking mechanism, as McDonough and McDonough (1997) who suggested
as well.
To encourage more free and comprehensive answers from the participants, the questions
were designed and integrated as prompts (Burns, 1996; McDonough & McDonough, 1997). For
the researcher to establish a fuller picture concerning the reasoning employed in the participants’
perceptions and practices, the interviews were conducted to collect responses relevant to the
objectives of the research which, as it pertains in this case, the use of corrective feedback in their
instruction practices.
In an effort to develop a solid rapport, the interview sessions were valuable in serving to
facilitate positive synergy with the teachers. As Silverman (1993) points out, a satisfactory
interview has the potential to be employed as a meaningful way to develop a connection with the
respondents. In the current study, the participants were urged to freely converse with the
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researcher while familiarizing themselves with the study. The interview questions were
assembled and distributed to all respondents by the researcher to discuss with all the respondents
in a like manner (Fontana & Frey, 2000).
A face-to-face mode was used to elicit the perspectives and idea via open-ended questions
(Creswell, 2009). An in person interview is affected by a variety of points, including the setting
and specific personalized characteristics (like gender and personality), which has the potential to
influence the respondents’ interviews. As a result of this, some additional measures occurred to
avoid pitfalls which could offset the interview. In an effort to provide a secure and confident
setting, any third person in the interview room was not allowed (Neuman, 2004).
As it concerned analysis and detail checking, the interview sessions were recorded via a tape
and two recording devices (Oppenheim, 1992). The kinds of questions designed included
experience, preferred feedback practices and opinion/value as they concerned the topic studied.
Considering the intent of inviting participants to engage in a discourse, the session was started
with constructed responses (Maykut & Morehouse, 1994). Their opinion and experience were
used to follow up with questions as they pertained to the use of written feedback and their related
impact on students’ language writing.
Feedback Samples. The participants of the study provided their sample feedback on the
essays used for the present study. Since most of the previous studies included feedback samples
as student texts, collected by their teacher (Ferris, 1997; Ferris, Pezone, Tade, & Tinti, 1997;
Montgomery & Baker, 2007), the purpose of these feedback samples was to carefully look into
the extent to which teachers’ beliefs translated into the actual WCF practices.
All the participants of the study were requested to give WCF on the first and second draft
of a photocopied written essay. The operative purpose of these feedback samples was such that
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the samples reflected teachers’ practice of WCF. Additionally, the assumption was that the
collected written feedback on sample essays reflected the WCF methods utilized by the teachers
in their day to day marking practices.
It is important to note that a volunteer undergraduate student wrote the sample essay
drafts. The student wrote in accordance with a general topic “My Hobbies”, in which she was
prompted to describe her hobbies. Using this writing assignment, the student was able to use the
language abilities she had.
A volunteer teacher, who did not participate as a respondent in the study, corrected the
first draft of the student’s essay. With that, the student was asked to write a second draft of the
first essay, making use of the feedback given by the volunteer teacher. Following that, the first
and second drafts were typed, and any corresponding remarks made or left by the volunteer
teacher were removed from the first draft of the type-written essays. Finally, a survey
questionnaire combined with the essays was photocopied to serve as an instrument used to
collect teachers’ feedback samples during the first phase of data collection.
The essay drafts were corrected by the participants of the study and were asked to correct
them as they normally do. The respondents were aware that their feedback samples would be
analyzed in the study (they knew this via the informed consent and survey questionnaire), they
did not receive any guidelines concerning the use of a particular technique of corrective
feedback. The kinds of marking techniques were varied. Most of the teachers did not describe the
errors but only underlined them. Several of them wrote the right answer where the student could
not be expected to know the correct answer.
Even though the sample essay drafts did not represent the real students of the
respondents, the education level taught mirrored that of the respondents. The practice of error
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correction is often too broad and complex in considering all of the forms of teacher feedback in
this study, which was the reason for using drafts of a sample essay. Additionally, there is a
variety of variables affecting teachers’ feedback. students’ level of proficiency in English, the
students’ motivation for improving their English proficiency, teachers’ prior experience in using
error correction, and the curriculum of the language program (Corpuz, 2011), which varies from
university to university. Moreover, as Perpignan’s (2003) study notes, teachers’ WCF practices
differ based on their students’ writings skills. In an effort to control these various factors
influencing the practice of general error correction, the sample essays were used. Also, the
sample essays were distributed to control all these factors that have a potentially impact on the
WCF practice, which could not have been possible in case of collecting already graded sample
written essays of students of different proficiency levels.
Considering these factors, the present study expected that the sample written essay drafts
used in this study do not reflect the way students edit and revise their writing after they receive
WCF. While collecting revised essays from students following WCF offers considerable value, it
is beyond the scope of this present study. The sample writing drafts can be found in the
Appendix C.
Pilot Study
Prior to the implementing of data collection instruments, a pilot study was carried out to
make sure that the questions and statements were clear and meaningful. In addition, the pilot
study served to further enhance the validity of the study (Van Teijlingen & Hundley, 2001). The
weaknesses of the research design were located by the pilot study. A pilot study has the potential
to lead to the failure of the study or can assist in determining if the inclusion of the proposed
instruments or methods in collecting data were not appropriate or were confusing (van Teijlingen
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& Hundley, 2001). In addition, prior to carrying out the main research, the pilot study allowed
for a maximized success level as it provided an opportunity for the researcher to consider or
rework elements at the last minute (Berends, 2006; Burns, 2000; Seidman, 1998; van Teijlingen
& Hundley, 2001).
The survey questionnaire, interview questions, and sample essays were piloted as
research instruments of the study. The purpose of the piloting of the questionnaire was to solicit
feedback on the clarity of items while identifying any ambiguous wording. Paying close attention
to redundant and irrelevant items, the piloting of the questionnaire was essential in that respect
(Cohen et al., 2007) and it functioned as a pretest of the questionnaire; shortcomings could be
easily discovered, which could not readily appear in the item review process (Wiersma, 2000).
The pilot study called for the invitation of 2 English language teachers from the University of
Education, one of the target universities. Piloting the questionnaire and sample essays
concurrently, the review process lasted roughly a week. In the following week, the interview
questions were also piloted utilizing a few selections that were included in the pilot study
involving the study’s quantitative instruments.
In accordance with the responses and comments made apparent from the samples, a few
changes were made while the pilot study of all the research instruments was occurring.
Consulting the research advisor for recommendations and suggestions, there were some
necessary revisions spurred by the results of the pilot study. Prior to their final use in the study,
recommended changes were made in the research instruments following the consultations. An
entire process of piloting the research instruments was essential to enhance the clarity of
questions and statements.
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Data Analysis
This study is a convergent parallel mixed methods research since it draws on both
qualitative and quantitative methods of data analysis. This design is also considered as
triangulation. The data were collected in parallel, analyzed separately, and merged at the end of
the study for comparison and corroboration, which marks it as a convergent design (using both
quantitative and qualitative strands of data collection). As a side, quantitative and qualitative data
were collected to bear further insight into the relationship between perspectives and practices of
university EFL teachers regarding error correction. In three sequential phases, data analysis was
conducted: data collected through the questionnaire and written feedback on sample written
essay drafts were considered as being the first phase, followed by an analysis of the interview
data. In the last (final) phase, data from these different sources were combined and integrated
through mutual corroboration.
Quantitative Data Analysis. Descriptive statistics were selected for the analysis of
quantitative data due to the expressed goal of describing summarizing, and analyzing this
specific data (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). Additionally, employing descriptive statistics
enabled the researcher to process large quantities of data by using easy to interpret measures
(Burns, 1996). Frequencies, percentages, and mean values were utilized to determine the results’
significance, which were established from the results of the data analysis.
A 5-point Likert scale questionnaire was used in Part III of the survey questionnaire.
Each statement in the questionnaire asked the respondents about their degree of agreement or
disagreement to certain propositions regarding feedback including the frequency of using certain
kinds of feedback. For data analysis, the value of each selected option was summed up in
creating a score for each respondent. Comparable responses were grouped together in an effort to
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establish a general agreement, disagreement, and frequency bar based on the distributions (by
percentages).
A comprehensive picture of emerging patterns resulted from this process. Hence,
frequency and percent distributions could be easily formed. A frequency distribution is an
organized calculation of the number of individuals or scores found in each category. This helped
the researcher determine if scores were entered accurately; the range of scores in terms of being
high or low; the number of scores in a category; and the distribution of the scores.
The rationale for focusing on sample essay drafts was to unfold the kind of corrective
feedback given when it comes to errors in students’ written EFL texts. Another question this
study investigated concerned teachers’ preferences for a certain corrective feedback method or
methods. In trying to answer these research questions, written feedback on the sample essay
drafts was requested from the participants.
Written feedback provided on the sample essay drafts was elicited from the participants
in order to answer the research questions. The teachers turned in a total of 32 essays (64 drafts).
The student’s essay drafts were carefully analyzed to determine all feedback points in order to
identify the dominant feedback practices employed by the teachers. “A feedback point refers to
any comment, underlining, or correction made on the student’s text – i.e., a written intervention
by the teacher”. (Hyland, 2003) Considered the composition of a meaningful unit, a written error,
such as “has went”, underlined by the teacher, is known as one feedback point. Given that the
focus was on form, content, organization or others (handwriting, for example), the feedback
points were systematically analyzed and categorized accordingly. The responses to errors that
were used were analyzed, and placed into sections like direct error feedback, coded feedback,
uncoded feedback (and other forms).
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The analytical framework employed was Lee’s (2004) as it concerned the analysis of
written corrective feedback samples. Lee names four different types of such feedback: direct
error feedback, uncoded error feedback, coded error feedback, and indirect feedback. Direct error
feedback is used when the teacher identifies and corrects the error directly; uncoded feedback is
the term used for when the teacher only locates the error, and indirect feedback concerns the
teachers’ identification of the error type without pointing out the location of the error or, the
location of error is marked without identifying the error type. In this specific study, Lee's four
different kinds of corrective feedback methods have been utilized to assess the corrective
feedback methods employed by the participants of the study.
As it pertained to the written comments, the analysis made clear the foci (i.e., content,
language, organization, or others) and the comment types. The kinds of feedback such as praise,
advice and criticism were identified following Hyland’s (1998, 2000) and Hyland and Hyland’s
(2001) respective approaches.
For the purpose of this study, praise is defined as, “…an act which attributes credit to
another for some characteristic, attribute, skill, etc., which is positively valued by the person
giving feedback. It, therefore, suggests a more intense or detailed response than simple
agreement” (Holmes, 1988, cited in Hyland, 2001, p. 186). Criticism is noted as being, “…an
expression of dissatisfaction or negative comment” (Hyland, 2000, p. 44). Establishing fault in
textual areas, this definition emphasizes feedback. It should be noted that in this specific
pedagogical context, the element of criticism is focused in a constructive format, which, when
identifying it in the writing and is addressed by the student, presents the opportunity to help the
student develop his or her writing skills. Thus, while criticism can be seen as negative, the
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intended purpose is to usher in positive outcomes in helping students overcome barriers in their
writing.
Advice is noted as being opposite to praise “…criticisms contain an explicit
recommendation for remediation, a relatively clear and accomplishable action for improvement”
(Hyland & Hyland, 2001, p.186). As a result, while advices might include a critical aspect, it is
thought of as being more extended and less explicitly critical. Below are examples of each
feedback type, with a use of examples in the course of this study written by the teachers while
responding to the sample essays used in this study.
Feedback framed as praise.
1. Great improvement in spelling errors. Keep it up!
2. I like the way you moved from general to particular.
3. A much better attempt!
Feedback framed as criticism.
1. The word “give” is overused.
2. Inconsistent use of tense!
3. Poor organization!
Feedback framed as advice.
1. You could follow Introduction-Body-Conclusion format.
2. Fix the issues identified in draft 1.
3. Proof read your paper. You could have corrected the spelling errors yourself.
As noted above, these three characteristics were used for each composition to ensure
standardization of the types of feedback given to each student.
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Qualitative Data Analysis. This analysis focused on the open-ended responses as it
concerned qualitative aspects of data. The interview data was interpreted to relate the
participants’ responses to the survey results in order to confirm and expand on their corrective
feedback choices. At the qualitative stage, the data were analyzed using a constructivist approach
that made use of established theory and coded methods by employing a thematic analysis.
Constructivist theory analysis was employed to analyze the result of the qualitative data
pertaining the use of written corrective feedback in the context of teaching English that the
undergraduate levels in Pakistan. Additionally, employing the constructivist grounded theory
strategy in analyzing the textual data intensified the need for a systematic and careful review of
the data to identify the dominant discourses made delineating the participants’ perceptions and
practices on the employment of written error feedback.
As it concerned the linking and identification of categories of substantive and formal
theories, a three-step coding approach was employed to organize the data of the use of written
error in Pakistan (Charmaz, 2006; Ryan & Bernard, 2000). A three step coding process was used.
open coding, axial coding and selective coding, concerning the initial input of data, which was
examined, in addition to the topics and ideas, which were identified and contrasted following the
systematic distribution into categories (Charmaz, 2006; Ryan & Bernard, 2000). In identifying
the pathway to theoretical construction, the coding approach was vitally important (Sarantakos,
1998, 2005) while providing additional opportunities to interrogate and examine the variety of
topics the data brought forth.
The initial phase, the open coding process, involved the analysis of data in the first phase
to identify the first-order concepts and substantive codes (Sarantakos, 2005). Leaving an
openness in relation to the data, theoretical constructions could be explored during this open
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coding process (Charmaz, 2003, 2006). In addition, the researcher remained close to data while
naming each line or segment of the raw data, and then moving with a fast speed in constructing
viable meanings from the responses to the interview questions (Charmaz, 2006). The generation
of codes was in close relation to the instructional experiences reviewed in the transcripts of the
interviews. The codes identified from the data were categorized into 27 open codes. The
responses to the identified codes were recorded and constructed based on the frequency of their
occurrences.
The second stage of coding process was axial coding wherein the researcher was required
to identify any strongholds between the themes by putting an axis through the data (Sarantakos,
2005). Although the open coding process had fractured the data into 27 distinct codes, the
purpose of the axial coding is to “bring the data back together in a coherent whole” (Charmaz,
2006, p. 60). Interconnectedness and clear links were identified and grouped into themes during
this process. A complete understanding of the meaning derived out from the data was assured by
making a linkage of the connections between axial codes. By the end of the axial coding process,
15 axial codes were developed.
The last stage of the data coding process was the selective coding process which dealt
with the interpretation of the data as it pertained to higher levels of abstraction. This coding
process provided the researcher with the opportunity to work through the 15 axial codes while
searching for the central phenomenon and category as it related to the participants’ beliefs and
experiences in the use of written error correction. This was conducted by “selecting the core
category, systematically relating it to other categories, validating those relationships, and filling
in categories that needed further refinement and development” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 116).
In addition, it further allowed for the determination of the codes’ key elements while making

80

connections among different theories. Throughout this process, the goal of analyzing the data
was to provide a comprehensive overview of the four key categories in relation to the
participants’ perceptions and practices on the use of written error correction in Pakistan.
To strengthen and validate the inquiry, emerging themes from the responses to interview
questions, questionnaire, and sample essay drafts were triangulated (Yin, 2003) from multiple
data collection sources employed in this study. The main goal of triangulation was to provide
opportunities for further investigation.
This section of the chapter has focused on the data analysis methods that were applied to
organize, manage, and interpret the qualitative and quantitative data collected in the present
study. Validity, reliability, research ethics and limitations relevant to this study will be discussed
in the following sections.
Validity, Reliability, and Credibility of Data
Validity and reliability are considered as the focal issues concerning the findings of a
study (Neuman, 2004; Silverman, 2005); even though these are two are different concepts yet
closely related. Validity is used in reference to the match between the construct and the
measurement which addresses “the question of how well the social reality being measured
through research matches with the constructs researchers use to understand it” (Neuman, 2003, p.
179). Unlike validity, reliability is easier to achieve as it primarily refers to the ability in
producing consistent results each time the procedure is repeated, in addition to it producing the
indication of dependability or consistency in the findings of the study. Considering the identical
situations or extremely similar conditions, reliability suggests the constancy of results (Neuman,
2003). In a quantitative and qualitative study both function in a variety of roles and in practice,
and they are achieved through different measures. The current study employed both quantitative
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and qualitative methods in collecting and analyzing the data within which the forthcoming subsections will entail the measures taken to achieve validity and reliability from general and
specific perspectives.
In general, reliability and validity of the study were ensured via certain data collection
procedures and interpretations. In addition, the systematic process of collection and triangulation
of data from a variety of data sources helped in guaranteeing that the findings of the study were
an accurate reflection of the subject area being investigated (Henn, Weinstein, & Foard, 2006).
The reliability of this study is unquestionable as findings of the study are generalizable to the
whole population of teachers at the undergraduate level in Pakistani universities primarily
because the sample includes participants holding different academic qualifications, proficiency
levels in English, and differing cultural backgrounds with different genders and different levels
of teaching and learning experience. The findings of the study would not be markedly different if
they resulted from the rule of the participants’ selection.
The credibility of the present study is also indisputable as all teachers involved were only
those who willingly volunteered and felt comfortable enough to participate. These features were
attained by the assurance that they were not going to be identified in any way, including the
results related directly or indirectly from the study, which encouraged them to freely express
their beliefs and experiences. In addition, the informed consent form, distributed to each one of
them, indicated that the data provided could be withdrawn at any time or at any point during any
designated research activity (Appendix D). For the interview sessions, because some of the
questions in the interview pertained to their teaching experiences, private information needed to
be shared to address the interview questions. To lessen this insecurity, the participants were
ensured that the confidentiality and anonymity of the data would be kept in an effort to instill
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comfort and confidence among them in response to the questions asked in the interview, thus the
credibility of this study could be ensured.
Validity and Reliability at the Quantitative Stage. At the quantitative stage, survey
data were collected from all the participant teachers during the first phase of the data collection
process. The validity and the reliability during the quantitative phase were assured by including
clear conceptualizing constructions, a precise level of measurement, and multiple indicators
(Neuman, 2004). Initially, the questions/statements in the questionnaire were designed, arranged,
and put forth purposefully and consistently in accordance with a pre-designed outline which
appeared as the headers of each subsection; the outline was composed of the central issues
intended to be the focus of investigation. Then, the items of the questionnaire were tailored in
accordance with the outline to provide maximum assurance that the items were focused and well
structured. Additionally, the validity and reliability of this study were validated in the
involvement of multiple response sources wherein the participants were gathered from four
different public sector universities located in different geographical areas of Pakistan. By
collecting perspectives from these four willing groups of participants, it provided the researcher
with a comprehensive picture of the use of written error feedback at undergraduate level in a
Pakistani context. Resulting in varying perspectives provided, the participation of various
respondents hence ensured the validity and reliability of this study.
In a final effort to ensure the validity and reliability in this study, the pilot study, was
conducted. As outlined earlier in the previous section, a pilot study was conducted on the draft
items of the questionnaire by inviting two sample participants. In a follow-up meeting, the
researcher discussed the feedback gained from the pilot study on the questionnaire with the
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research advisor. Necessary amendments and adjustments were made on the questionnaire items
in consideration of the recommendations and suggestions given by the advisor.
Validity and Reliability at the Qualitative Stage. Validity and reliability in qualitative
and quantitative research can be achieved in a variety of ways. According to Burns (2000):
“Qualitative research places stress on the validity of multiple meaning structures and holistic
analysis, as opposed to the criteria of reliability and statistical compartmentalization of
quantitative research” (p. 11). The validity in qualitative research encompasses its main concern
as to whether the findings of a research study are an accurate reflection of the phenomenon under
investigation (Henn et al., 2006). At this stage, the validity and reliability of the research
instruments are performed through the utilization of pilot tests in two parts. At first, the pilot test
was conducted with two teachers by asking them predesigned open-ended questions in order to
elicit their views from multiple angles as it pertained to the use of written corrective feedback.
The responses from the participants brought forth valid information; adjustments and
amendments were made to the pre-designed open-ended questions in accordance with these
responses.
The reliability of qualitative research can be assessed in a variety of ways. Some of these
means includes “increasing the variability of perspectives”, or “setting up a list of possible errors
which they aim to avoid” (Sarantakos, 2005, p. 86) to increase the reliability in qualitative
research. As it relates to the present study, reliability was achieved through the interview
questions and participants of the study which entailed multiple aspects of the issue under
investigation. The interview questions were tailored by keeping in view ordinary and theoretical
perspectives. The researcher was able to obtain a more reliable investigation by a including
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variable amount of participants in the design of the questions. Moreover, the interview skills and
schedules were adjusted according to the participants, based on the outcomes of the pilot study.
The reliability of the interviews was further enhanced by incorporating suggestions and
recommendations from the findings of pilot study. In terms of mechanical recording, two audio
recording devices were used to record pertinent information during interviews. The intent for
using the mechanical devices was to be able to review the recorded data and compare one set of
data with another. These techniques were employed in an effort to ensure accurate data
interpretation while describing the focused phenomenon regarding the teachers’ use of written
error feedback. After making all these attempts, it can be assumed that if the qualitative stage is
carried out again in a similar context, there may not be any pronounced difference in the results.
Triangulation. Triangulation of data helps ensure the validity and credibility of a
research since it involves various methods and sources of data collection and analysis (Bryman,
2008; Neuman, 2006). By employing two or more procedures for data collection in studying any
aspect of human behavior, triangulation also presents an opportunity to be readily applied
(Cohen et al., 2007). In the present study, research design involved trigulation due to the issue
that “one method of data collection provides strengths to offset the weaknesses of the other data
gathering methods” (Creswell, 2005, p. 514). This procedure allowed the researcher to examine a
specific problem from different perspectives; hence it confirmed the reliability and validity of the
data and findings of the study. As Campbell and Fiske (1959, as cited in Seale, 1999, p. 53) have
noted, “triangulation is a powerful means of demonstrating concurrent validity, particularly in
qualitative research”. Moreover, it also addresses the challenges and related limitations that only
one kind of data collection embodies. Furthermore, a multi-dimensional set of data has been
collected which could not be reached by approaching the data simplistically.
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The triangulation of data is a variable activity that can be used despite varying data
sources from different methods of collecting data (Burns, 1996; Wiersma, 2000). The
triangulation of data involves incorporation of three important elements; the use of multimethod, multi-person and multi-site (Othman, 2012). First, in the current research, the multimethod pointed to questionnaires, interviews and sample essays considering the summative
instruments used for data collection. The integration of multiple methods and data collection
instruments provided for accuracy and credibility in the area studied. Secondly, the multi-person
element pointed to the participant teachers who were from four different public sector
universities in Pakistan. Finally, multi-site refers to the location of all the higher education
institutes, involved in this study, which were situated in different geographical areas of Pakistan;
urban, sub-urban and rural. The above mentioned elements, leading to the triangulation process
this study, ensured collection of data involving differing perspectives, boosting confidence in
what could be interpreted and concluded (Eisner, as cited in Creswell, 1998).
Research Ethics
The current study obtained an ethical clearance from the Institutional Review Board (IRB)
and complied with the University of Memphis prescribed ethical guidelines. The research design
of the study required a Low Risk ethical clearance, prior to the collection of data. Therefore,
application and consent forms were submitted to the IRB for review.
Once ethical clearance for the study was granted (IRB ID. 3200), the Consent Forms
were distributed among the participants of the study to elicit their willingness to take part in the
study. A copy of the IRB Approval Notice and the IRB-approved Informed Consent can be
found in Appendix E. The consent form included information about the researcher, a brief
introduction to the study, qualifications for study participation, a short outline to the
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questionnaire (including estimated time of completion), participants’ right to withdraw from the
study, risks and confidentiality regarding personal information, and advantages of participation
(scope of the study). Pseudonyms have been used in the current study in order to prevent
disclosure of identity. All documents and recordings have been appropriately secured and stored.
Limitations of the Study
Methodology. The data collected in the present study primarily resulted from
questionnaire and interview responses which were self-reported in nature, instead of any kind of
objectively measured data, which included class observation. This approach to data collection
poses various limitations which need to be considered. From example, the questionnaires and
interview responses from the teachers might not realistically portray their actual beliefs and
practices; rather, their response could have been guided by what they perceived as the purpose of
this study.
Time Constraints. Due to time limitations, the sample size in the present study was
restricted to only forty university teachers and four public universities. While it would have been
ideal to involve more participants in an effort to bolster the study with a extensive degree of
information, distributing and collecting questionnaires and feedback samples, and conducting
one-to-one interviews are very time consuming processes. Therefore, it was feasible for the
present study to have a greater number of teachers as participants.
Scope of the Study
As mentioned in the previous chapters, there is a variety of forms specific to the
provision of corrective feedback to students’ writing. This study only deals with WCF, with
regard to teachers’ perceptions and practices in particular. Other modes of error correction such
as peer feedback, oral error correction, and collaborative error correction are beyond the scope of
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this study. Moreover, teachers’ practice of WCF is influenced by several variables. However, the
present study assumes that teachers’ beliefs primarily influence their actual WCF practice. The
study does not take into account other variable affecting WCF practices of the participant
teachers.
In addition, the study has focused on the specific WCF methods employed by the
teachers. As mentioned earlier, L2 students make different types of global and local error.
However, this study paid particular attention to the way teachers perceive and practice WCF; the
type of errors treated by the teachers are beyond the scope of this study.
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Chapter 4
Results and Findings
The goal of this was to examine the written corrective feedback provided by university
level teachers in Pakistani EFL context. In particular, the research sought to uncover types,
perceptions, and frequencies of the various approaches of writing feedback employed in terms of
fostering autonomous writing skills. A total of 39 participants from four public sector
universities agreed to take part in the study. A 60-item questionnaire was distributed along with
two drafts of a sample essay that were to be evaluated by the participants of the study, in the first
phase of collecting the quantitative data. The purpose in employing a survey and essays drafts
was to collect a sampling of Pakistani EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices regarding error
feedback which informed the second phase of the research. The survey method was identified as
being appropriate for this stage primarily because this process allows for the “collection of large
amounts of data in a relatively short period of time” (Mills, 2000, p. 58). Additionally, this data
collection technique was used because it could be administered in the absence of the researcher
(Cohen et al., 2007) while providing for a higher response number from the respondents,
allowing the researcher to gain more confidence in generalizing the outcomes of the study’s
population (Creswell, 2005). During the second phase of the data collection, qualitative data
were collected through semi-structured interviews which took place with fourteen teachers.
These 14 teachers had completed the questionnaire and had evaluated the sample essays during
the first phase of research and then agreed to take part in the second phase of the research.
A variety of data (survey, feedback samples, and interviews) was collected and analyzed
to be triangulated, and were then reassembled to verify results from different viewpoints. To
focus on expansion, different data sets were brought into analysis using a chronological order in
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an effort for the primary stage of analysis (quantitative) to inform the next (qualitative) stage
(Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). As it concerns the present research, the emphasis is placed on
both phases, as the analysis of data was carried out in three phases. In the initial phase, the data
gathered from the surveys and feedback samples was analyzed, following an examination of the
interview data. The final process included the integration and scrutiny of the data from various
sources through mutual corroboration. Triangulating the data also provided for the source
generalization and concepts, which allowed for a deeper understanding of the participants’
views. The conclusions drawn from the research were believed to be useful given the
combination of methods. In a general sense, the strengths of this research are thought to be found
in the intermingling of the quantitative and qualitative methods, as opposed to isolating one
method (Creswell, 2009; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009).
Results and Findings from Phase 1 of the Data Analysis
This section deals with the organization of type and source of data, as it pertains to the
demographic information obtained from the participants. Specifically, it contains the results of
the qualitative analyses which took place as a response to the research questions posed by the
study. Briefly, the findings are analyzed following the presentation of the results of the analyses;
however, the primary role of Chapter 4 is to showcase the findings of the research. Chapter 5
further deals with the discussion and implications of the results drawn from the data of the study.
The organization of this section follows this sequence. description of demographics of survey
participants, research findings on perceived current written feedback practices (Research
Question 2), research findings on the perceptions about selected area of students’ writing to be
addressed while responding to student writing (Research Question 5), research findings on
perceptions about teacher’s role and focus of feedback on different drafts of an essay (Research
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Question 6), research findings on perceptions regarding the use of selected written feedback
approaches to foster learner autonomy (Research Question 7).
Demographic Information of the Participant Teachers. The forthcoming portion is a
presentation of the demographic information according to gender, education, instruction
experience, the amount of time spent on providing feedback, student proficiency level, number
of readings before providing feedback, and training on providing writing feedback. There were
39 EFL university teachers who participated in the survey.
Gender. Table 4 shows the gender distribution of the study’s participants. Among the 39
participants, 22 teachers (56%) were male, while only 17 teachers (44%) were female. The
dominance of male teachers was approximately in the proportion of 7 to 5.
Table 4
Study Participants by Gender
Gender

Frequency

Percentage

Female

17

44

Male

22

56

Total

39

100

Age. Table 5 shows the age distribution of the participants. The age of the participants
ranged from 20-60 years. Among the 39 participants, 14 teachers (36%) were of 20-30 years of
age, 17 teachers (44%) were of 30-40 years of age, 4 teacher (10%) were 40-50 years old which
the sample size (10%) of teachers were 50-60 years old.
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Table 5
Study Participants by age
Age (Years)

Frequency

Percentage

20-30

14

36

30-40

17

44

40-50

04

10

50-60

04

10

Total

39

100

Education. Table 6 presents the academic qualification of the participants. Among the 39
participants, the majority of teachers (49%) were teaching with an M.Phil. degree, 15 teachers
(38%) were teaching with an MA degree, while only 5 teachers (13%) held PhD degrees.
Table 6
Study Participants by Educational Level
Education

Frequency

Percentage

M.A

15

38

M.Phil.

19

49

PhD

05

13

39

100

Total

Concentration. Table 7 displays the concentration of the participants. Overall, the
majority of the participants (61%) specialized in Applied Linguistics/TESOL, 31% participants
specialized in literature, while only 8% of the participants specialized in education.
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Table 7
Study Participants by Concentration
Concentration
Applied

Frequency

Percentage

24

61

Literature

12

31

Education

03

08

Total

39

100

Linguistics/
TESOL

Kind of Courses Taught. Table 8 shows that 49% of the participants taught Applied
Linguistics and TESOL courses, 38% of the participants taught literature courses, and only 13%
of the participants taught courses in education.

Table 8
Study Participants by Courses Taught
Courses
Applied

Frequency

Percentage

19

49

Literature

15

38

Education

05

13

Total

39

100

Linguistics/
TESOL
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Teaching Experience. Table 9 displays the amount of teaching experience of the
participants. Overall, the teaching experience of the study participants ranged from 1 to 25years,
with a wide majority of participants (44%) having 0-5 years of teaching experience, 23% of the
participants had 9-10 years of teaching experience, 15% of the participants had 11-15 years of
teaching experience, 10% of the participants had 16-20 years of teaching experience, while only
8% of the participants had been teaching from 21-25 years.
Table 9
Study Participants by Teaching Experience
Teaching

Frequency

Percentage

Experience
0-5

17

44

6-10

09

23

11-15

06

15

16-20

04

10

21-25

03

08

Total

39

100

Student Proficiency Levels. Table 10 depicts the various level of proficiency in English
that teacher participants ordinarily encounter in their classes. The table reveals that, for the most
part, the proficiency levels of the students were widely distributed across these levels: beginners,
13%; intermediate, 67%; advanced, 20%.
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Table 10
Study Participants by Student Proficiency Levels
Proficiency

Frequency

Percentage

Level
Beginner

05

13

Intermediate

26

67

Advanced

08

20

Total

39

100

Quantitative Results
Non-parametric techniques were selected as an appropriate measure of analysis given that
the data were quantified on nominal and ordinal scales (Pallant, 2010). The data underwent
descriptive statistics analyses such as frequency analysis. In the frequency analysis, percentages
were applied in an effort to present the findings of the nominal data, as this measure of central
tendency was appropriate for the nominal data. Mean values were chosen as the more
appropriate measures of central tendency to analyze the ordinal data because the mean is the
most suitable measurement for this data type (Huizingh, 2007). Additionally, this approach was
also acceptable, given that its computation only required ordered observations (Agresti & Finlay,
1997).
Current Written Feedback Practices. This section reports research findings relevant to
Research Question 2. “What are the perceived current written feedback practices of university
EFL teachers in Pakistan?”
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As mentioned in Chapter 1, current written feedback refers to the given time frame and
effort EFL teachers invested in their responses to student writing. Additionally, their practices
include relevant EFL teacher training as it pertained to their perceptions and practices of the
provision of written feedback. Teachers’ responses to items 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 of Part I of the
questionnaire were defined as their written feedback practices. Item 8 requests information about
the number of times student paper were read prior to their responses. Item 9 asks about the time
spent in responding to each composition. Item 10 asks for the frequency of written assignments
per semester. Item 11 asks about teacher training for written feedback. Finally, Item 12 asks
about where personal beliefs about written feedback originated.
Number of Readings. Table 11 shows how many times the teachers usually read a
student paper before they provide feedback to it. The findings show that most of the survey
participants (56%) usually read a student paper only once, 41% of the participants claimed to
read a student paper twice while only one participant (3%) responded that he/she read a paper 3
times.
Table 11
Number of Readings
No. of readings

Frequency

Percentage

Once

22

56

Twice

16

41

Three times

01

03

Total

39

100

96

Time Spent in Responding to Each Composition. Table 12 presents the survey
participants’ responses to the item asking how much time they spent in responding to one student
essays or written homework. The table shows that, overall, the majority of the participants i.e.,
64% spent 10-20 mins, on average, in responding to each student composition while 33% of the
teachers spent less than 10 min in responding to teach written composition.
Table 12
Hours Spent in Responding to Student Writing
Time

Frequency

Percentage

Less than 10 min

13

33

10-20 min

25

64

More than 20 min

01

03

Total

39

100

Frequency of Writing Assignments. Table 13 shows how many times the teachers gave a
writing assignment to their students in a semester. The results indicate that 22% of the survey
participants claimed to give writing assignments very often, 9% of the participants said that they
sometimes gave writing assignments, while 8% responded that they gave writing assignments
once or twice a semester.

97

Table 13
Study Participants by Frequency of Writing Assignments
Frequency of writing

Frequency of

Percentage

assignments

the Participants

Very often

22

56

Sometimes

09

23

Once or twice a

08

21

39

100

semester
Total

Training on Writing Feedback. Table 14 shows the results as they relate to the survey
participants’ opportunities to get corrective feedback training. The table depicts 41% of the
survey participants reported training in English Language Teaching. Among the training
opportunities listed, in-service teacher training was the most frequently cited method with a
response rate of 38%, courses on teaching writing were the second most cited training courses at
the response rate of 20%, while only 10% of the participants reported to have received preservice teacher training.
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Table 14
Training Opportunities on Writing Feedback
Training Opportunities

Frequency

Percentage

ELT

16

41

Courses on teaching

08

20

04

10

15

38

writing
Pre Service teacher
training
In-service teacher training

Note. The total is not 100% because multiple selections were allowed for this item.
Sources of Personal Beliefs about Written Feedback. An important aspect of this study
was to examine the sources that guided the study participants’ beliefs about providing feedback
on writing, that is, the origins or sources of those beliefs. Table 4.12 displays participants’
responses to the item exploring this issue.
As Table 15 shows, personal experience as a teacher was the most popular choice of the
survey participants i.e., 41%, the second most selected choice was reading literature on written
feedback i.e., 21%, which was followed by personal experience as a student 18%, teacher peers
(10%), and teacher preparation courses (10%).
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Table 15
Sources of Personal Beliefs about Written Feedback
Source of personal beliefs

Frequency

Percentage

Teacher preparation courses

04

10

Personal experiences as a

07

18

16

41

08

21

Teacher peers

04

10

Total

39

100

student
Personal experiences as a
teacher
Literature/Research
findings

Types and Techniques of Written Feedback. This section reports research findings relevant to
Research Question 5.Which aspects of student writing do the teachers focus on? Are the foci
different in different drafts?
As reviewed in Chapter 1, the kinds of feedback are a broad ways of discussing a variety
of subcategories from aspects of written feedback to treatment of grammar errors, such as
comprehensiveness, explicitness, and methods of indicating grammar errors, to feedback location
and to focus of feedback. As it pertains to this section, the feedback responses are not based on
teachers’ real performances; instead, they are based on their perceptions as indicated by their
responses to items in Part II of the questionnaire. Part II of the questionnaire asked question
regarding the feedback kinds the teachers employ when responding to student writing.
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Aspects of Written Feedback. Table 16 unfolds the aspects of students’ writing; the
teachers’ responses were concerned with. The results show that the teachers were nearly
similarly preoccupied with global aspects (content, organization/rhetoric, and style) of student
writing when they responded to local aspects of student writing (vocabulary/word choice and
grammar/punctuation).
Table 16
Aspects of Written Feedback
Aspects of feedback

Frequency

Percentage

Grammar / Punctuation

37

95

Vocabulary / Word Choices

25

64

Content

29

74

Organization / Rhetoric

24

62

Style

08

20

Plagiarism

14

36

Note. The total is not 100% because multiple selections were allowed for this item.
Treatment of Grammar Error. This section presents the survey results pertaining types
of corrective feedback employed by the teachers when treating grammatical errors in their
students’ writing. The section is comprises four parts: comprehensiveness of corrective feedback,
grammar prioritization for selective feedback, explicitness of corrective feedback, and methods
of indicating grammar errors.
Comprehensiveness of Corrective Feedback. Table 17 shows the degree to which the
teachers addressed grammatical errors in the papers when providing feedback. As stipulated by
the results, teachers gave feedback on language use for the most part i.e., in naming all of the
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grammatical errors (comprehensive feedback) rather than addressing only a few pronounced
grammar errors (selective feedback).
Table 17
Comprehensiveness of Corrective Feedback
Comprehensiveness

Frequency

Percentage

Comprehensive feedback

23

59

Selective feedback

16

41

No grammar feedback

00

00

Total

39

100

Grammar Prioritization for Selective Feedback. Table 18 shows the selection of
grammar errors that the teachers opted to respond to in their corrective feedback. The results
show that, predominantly (56% of the teachers) considered the individual student needs as being
the most important mode of determining how they decided grammatical errors should be dealt
with. The next most selected method consisted on the assignments students were working on
(49%). The last selected criterion concerned the time in which the material was discussed in class
(21%), while testing measures were the least selected choice (5%) by the teachers.
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Table 18
Priority of Selective Feedback
Criteria of selection

Frequency

Percentage

Assessment standards

02

05

Tasks

19

49

Needs

22

56

Lessons

08

21

Note. The total is not 100% because multiple selections were allowed for this item.
Explicitness of Corrective Feedback. Table 19 shows the teachers’ responses regarding
provision of comments on grammatical errors. Direct feedback refers to the method which
involves providing correct forms to the errors, while indirect feedback refers to the method
which does not provide correct forms. An example might include the teacher merely underlining
or circling an error while not making any provision for actual correction. The outcomes show
that an indirect approach was considered to be the most optimal solution shared amongst the
teachers as opposed to the other approaches (Indirect 54%; Direct 31%; Combination 15%).
Table 19
Explicitness of Error Correction
Explicitness

Frequency

Percentage

Direct

12

31

Indirect

21

54

Combined

06

15

Total

39

100
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Methods of Indicating Grammar Errors. Table 20 explores the methods employed by
the teachers to indirectly provide written corrective feedback. This item was used only with the
respondents who had answered that they used indirect feedback or a direct-indirect combined
approach to grammar errors in the previous questionnaire item. As the table shows, a wide
majority of the teachers (79%) responded that they used uncoded methods such as underlining or
circling. Seven teachers (18%) answered that they utilized coded method by using error codes.
(i.e.,, 'VT' for a verb tense error) to indicate errors. Only one participant answered that he/she
wrote down the number of errors in each line, which is a choice that has been used in previous
studies (Robb, Ross, & Shortreed, 1986).
Table 20
Methods of Indicating Grammar Errors (Indirect Feedback)
Methods

Frequency

Percentage

Uncoded (Underline/Circle)

31

79

Coded

07

18

Error count

01

03

Total

39

100

Feedback Locations. Table 21 presents the areas of a student paper where the teachers
preferred to write their comments. According to the results, the side margins (left and right) of
text (64%) were the most popular areas of student papers for providing written feedback,
followed by an end note on the last page (44%).The cover page (28%) was the third most
preferred area, followed in popularity by the space between lines (26%).Top of the page (3%)
was the least used area for written feedback.
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Table 21
Feedback Location
Feedback Location

Frequency

Percentage

Cover page

11

28

Endnote

17

44

Marginal

25

64

Interlinear

10

26

At the top of the page

01

3

Note. The total is not 100% because multiple selections were allowed for this item.
Focus of Feedback. Table 22 shows the results related to the primary focus of teachers’
written comments on student papers. As the results show, most of the teachers (58%) reported
that they focused on both strengths and weaknesses of student papers while providing
encouragement and constructive criticism at the same time; however, a lesser number of teachers
(29%) reported that they honed in on weak qualities. The last group (the smallest) provided the
response (13%) that it solely focused on strong qualities.
Table 22
Focus of Feedback
Focus

Frequency

Percentage

Strong aspects

05

13

Weak aspects

11

29

Strong + weak

23

58

No written comments

00

00

Total

39

100
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Equality of Feedback. The equality of feedback refers to teachers’ perceptions whether
they provide equal feedback on all aspects of writing, such as, comprehensiveness, explicitness,
focus, etc. as defined in Chapter 1; it also reviews addressing the needs of a group of students
and each student. As a result, there is the creation of a variable within two levels. 1 (equal types
of feedback), 2 (individualized feedback). As it concerns individual feedback, Table 23 shows
that the teachers had a general perception that they provided equal feedback to all students
(38.5%) or provided feedback to weak students only (38.5%).
Table 23
Equality of Feedback
Equality of Feedback

Frequency

Percentage

Equal

15

38.5

Individualized

09

23

For weak students

15

38.5

Total

39

100

Single VS. Multiple-draft Approaches. This section reports research findings relevant to
second part of Research Question 4.Are the foci of teachers different in different drafts?
This section reports the survey results of the items (21, 22, 23, 24, 25, & 26) related to the
number of drafts that the teachers required their students to submit, aspects of feedback in each
draft when multiple drafts were required and follow-up methods.
Number of Drafts. Table 24 shows the responses of the teachers to item 21, which is
used in an effort to show the perceptions of teachers as it pertained to multiple drafts. The results
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show that a majority of the teachers were opposed to the multiple draft approach i.e., they did not
believe that students had to respond and revise their paper as it pertained to the feedback (64%).
On the other hand, a few of the teachers (36%) made the assertion that they required students to
turn revised editions.
Table 24
Number of Drafts
Revised Draft

Frequency

Percentage

Required

14

36

Not required

25

64

Other

00

00

Total

39

100

Feedback on Early Drafts. Table 25 features the focus written feedback on early drafts
by the teachers who employed the multi-draft approach. Overall, with respect to early drafts of
student writing, the teachers were more concerned with global issues, such as content (69%),
compared with local issues such as grammar/punctuation (62%). However, some local issues,
such as vocabulary/word choice (36%) were considered equally important as some of the global
issues, such as, organization/rhetoric (36%). An interesting contrast between the results of item
21 and 22 was also observed. While the results of item 21 show that a wide majority (64%) of
the respondents stated that they did not require revised/multiple drafts from their students, only
26% of the participants had the same response to item 22.
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Table 25
Aspects of Written Feedback on Early Drafts
Aspects of feedback

Frequency

Percentage

Grammar / Punctuation

24

62

Vocabulary / Word Choices

14

36

Content

27

69

Organization / Rhetoric

14

36

Style

06

15

Plagiarism

06

15

Not applicable

10

26

Note. The total is not 100% because multiple selections were allowed for this item.
Feedback on Later Drafts. Table 26 shows the focus of written feedback on students’
later versions when teachers employed the multiple-draft technique. As a result, this item was
intended solely for the teachers who had indicated in the 21stItem that they utilized the multipledraft approach. However, the responses of only 26% participants (out of 64%) were consistent
with their responses to item 21.
Overall, with respect to later drafts of student writing, the teachers were again more
concerned with global issues, such as content (49%) as compared with local issues, such as
grammar/punctuation (44%), vocabulary/word choice (41%) and organization/rhetoric (38%).
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Table 26
Aspects of Written Feedback on Later Drafts
Aspects of feedback

Frequency

Percentage

Grammar / Punctuation

17

44

Vocabulary / Word Choices

16

41

Content

19

49

Organization / Rhetoric

15

38

Style

12

31

Plagiarism

09

23

Not applicable

10

26

Note. The total is not 100% because multiple selections were allowed for this item.
Follow-up Methods. Table 27 provides the results of the follow-up techniques employed
by the teachers following their responses to student writing. The findings in this table below
show that the majority of the teachers (90%) utilized some kind of follow-up feedback technique
with students who did not respond well to the teacher feedback. As it pertained to using the
specific follow-up techniques used, about 54% of the teachers answered that they held an error
correction session in or outside the classroom. Among the other methods, student-teacher
conference was a preferred method (26%) for more explicit verbal feedback, followed by holding
a peer review classroom session (10%).
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Table 27
Follow-up Methods
Methods

Frequency

Percentage

Ignore

04

10

Student-teacher conference

10

26

Error correction in/outside

21

54

Error frequency chart

00

00

Peer review session in class

04

10

Total

39

100

class

Follow-up Methods for low performing students. Table 28 explores follow-up methods
used by the teachers when they saw the students responding poorly to teacher feedback.
The results in this section show that the majority of the teachers (80%) would not ignore
students who did not respond well to feedback (only 20%); they would employ some kind of
follow-up method. As it pertained to the exact method used, about 49% of the teachers replied
that they made the requirement for the students who poorly respond to feedback to draft another
copy. 31% of the respondents replied that they employed other follow up methods for
underperforming students. However, they did not specify any preferred method.
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Table 28
Follow-up Methods for Low Performing Students
Methods

Frequency

Percentage

Ignore

08

20

Another draft

19

49

Other methods

12

31

Total

39

100

Self-Correction and Peer-Correction. Table 29 shows the results regarding the
employment of self and peer-correction as follow-up techniques. As the results show, in a
general sense, a majority of the teachers (44%) replied that the technique involving peer
correction was employed in class, as opposed to the other group of teachers (31%) who said that
they solely used self-correction. A mere 15% of the teachers said that they required their students
to keep an error log.
Table 29
Self-correction and Peer-correction
Method

Frequency

Percentage

Self-correction

12

31

Peer-correction

17

44

Keeping an error log

06

15

None

04

10

Total

39

100
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Perceptions of the Use of Written Feedback. This section reports research findings relevant to
Research Question 1.What are university teachers’ perceptions about error correction in
Pakistan?
Chapter 1 reviews the subjective ideas teachers hold regarding their personal perceptions
of written corrective feedback, in addition to their personal feedback methods and such methods
in general, regardless of the provider. As it pertains to this research, perception(s) about the
employment of written feedback was typically defined in terms of the mean scores of responses
to the 26 items of Part III of the questionnaire. The items employed 5-point Likert-type scales,
with endpoints ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. The responses to each item
were coded as follows. 1 (Strongly Disagree), 2 (Disagree), 3 (Don’t Know), 4 (Agree), and 5
(Strongly Agree). For the purpose of analysis, the scores of all 26 items were summated, and
then the sum was divided by the number of items to produce the mean scores, which were
designated as Written Feedback Perception Scales/WFPS (Ko, 2011). The mean of each
statement was in the range from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). There were two
negative statements (43, 44) on the WFPS. These statements were reverse coded prior to data
analysis. Thus for statement 34 and 35, higher value in the mean indicates higher level of
disagreement and lower value of the mean indicates higher level of agreement for the two
statements.
This section consists of the compilation of WFPS findings. Table 30 shows the WFPS
statements including the range of the responses of the survey participants to each individual
statement. For the purpose of further analysis, the scores of all 26 items were summated, and
then the sum was divided by the number of items to produce the Written Feedback Perception
Scales (WFPS).Based on the results of the participants’ rating on the WFPS, the classroom
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practices were divided into three levels of emphasis: strong emphasis (mean value = 4-5),
average emphasis (mean value = 3-4) and weak emphasis (mean values = 2-3).The highest mean
value was 4.4 for the statement 30,i.e., “We need to develop new and exciting courses to allow
students grow as writers and focus on their writing issues”. The second highest mean value was
4.3 for the statements. “Providing feedback on student writing is an important part of being a
second/foreign language teacher” (27), “Teachers’ written commentary helps students improve
their writing” (28), and “My feedback helps my students see the strengths and weaknesses of
their written work” (38). Participants had higher level of agreement on these statements. On the
other hand, based on the lowest mean score (M = 2.4) majority of participants had the least
degree of agreement with statement 32. “On university level, feedback should be restricted to
content”.
Table 30
Statements of the Written Feedback Perceptions Scale (WFPS) with Mean Scores
F
Statements

5

4

3

2

1

Mean

27. Providing feedback on student writing

26

09

00

00

04

4.3

20

16

00

00

03

4.3

is an important part of being a
second/foreign language teacher.
28. Teachers’ written commentary helps
students improve their writing.
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Table 30 (Continued)
WFPS with Mean Scores
F
Statements

5

4

3

2

1

Mean

29. We should put the responsibility on the

07

11

01

16

04

3.0

21

17

00

00

01

4.4

31. If students receive bad grades, they will 01

17

00

17

04

2.8

07

00

28

04

2.4

15

20

00

02

02

3.1

08

28

00

03

00

4.0

06

22

00

11

00

3.6

students to improve their grammatical and
spelling errors.
30. We need to develop new and exciting
courses to allow students grow as writers
and focus on their writing issues.

take the courses more seriously.
32. On university level, feedback should be 00
restricted to content.
33. Students do not trust their peer’s
comments.
34. My written feedback type changes a lot
from situation to situation.
35. I explain my approach to providing
written feedback in advance so that my
students may fully understand it.
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Table 30 (Continued)
WFPS with Mean Scores

F
Statements

5

4

3

2

1

Mean

36. Face to face/oral feedback is more

02

06

00

25

06

3.7

01

00

25

13

4.3

effective than written feedback.
38. My feedback helps my students see the
strengths and weaknesses of their written
work.
39. Peer review is constructive and helpful.

01

00

00

27

11

4.2

40. My feedback helps my students

00

01

01

32

05

4.0

01

03

01

31

03

3.8

01

18

00

16

04

2.9

00

01

00

28

10

1.8

improve the way they organize ideas.
41. I have guiding principles or personal
philosophies when I respond to student
writing.
42. I need some training on teacher
feedback because I do not have enough
knowledge of giving writing feedback.
43. There is no need to provide feedback
on student errors in writing as university
students have already past the level of
needed grammatical instruction.
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Table 30
WFPS with Mean Scores

F
Statements

5

4

3

2

1

Mean

20

00

16

00

3.3

04

30

00

05

00

3.8

07

28

01

01

2.7

05

32

00

01

01

4.0

13

24

00

02

00

4.2

06

20

00

13

00

3.5

02

32

01

04

00

3.8

11

24

00

04

00

4.0

44. Giving feedback is time consuming and 03
tedious.
45. It is the teacher’s job to locate errors
and provide corrections for students.
47. I clearly explain the grading system for
a written assignment to my students.
48. I know my students’ needs and goals
for English.
49. Students should learn to analyze their
own errors.
50. Coding errors with the help of a
marking an error code is a useful means of
helping students to correct errors for
themselves.
51. The emphasis in my class matches the
needs and goals of my students.
52. I let my students work their own way.
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The overall mean was calculated by adding up the mean values for all the statements
(Sum of all the mean values = 92.30) and dividing it by the total number of items, i.e., 26 on the
WFPS. The overall mean for WFPS (3.55) indicates that, on average, participants’ perceptions
about written feedback were bent towards agreement to different feedback beliefs and strategies.
Following are the three levels of response identified by analyzing the mean values of all 26 items
designed to explore the participants’ perceptions of the use of written error feedback.
Strong Emphasis (mean = 4-5)
30. We need to develop new and exciting courses to allow students grow as writers and
focus on their writing issues. (Mean = 4.4)
27. Providing feedback on student writing is an important part of being a second/foreign
language teacher. (Mean = 4.3)
28. Teachers’ written commentary helps students improve their writing. (Mean = 4.3)
38. My feedback helps my students see the strengths and weaknesses of their written
work. (Mean = 4.3)
39. Peer review is constructive and helpful. (Mean = 4.2)
48. Students should learn to analyze their own errors. (Mean = 4.2)
34. My written feedback type changes a lot from situation to situation. (Mean = 4.0)
40. My feedback helps my students improve the way they organize ideas. (Mean = 4.0)
49. I know my students’ needs and goals for English. (Mean = 4.0)
52. I provide my students with choices and options to work in their own way. (Mean =
4.0)
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Average Emphasis (Mean = 3-4)
41. I have guiding principles or personal philosophies when I respond to student writing.
(Mean = 3.8)
45. It is the teacher’s job to locate errors and provide corrections for students. (Mean =
3.8)
51. The emphasis in my class matches the needs and goals of my students. (Mean = 3.8)
36. Face to face/oral feedback is more effective than written feedback. (Mean = 3.7)
35. I explain my approach to providing written feedback in advance so that my students
may fully understand it. (Mean = 3.6)
50. Coding errors with the help of a marking an error code is a useful means of helping
students to correct errors for themselves. (Mean = 3.5)
44. Giving feedback is time consuming and tedious. (Mean = 3.3)
46. My students feel free to produce content without great concern about grammatical
errors. (Mean = 3.2)
37. My students will appreciate the process of revision on multiple drafts (process
writing). (Mean = 3.2)
29. We should put the responsibility on the students to improve their grammatical and
spelling errors. (Mean = 3.0)
33. Students do not trust their peer’s comments. (Mean = 3.1)
Weak Emphasis (Mean = 2-3)
42. I need some training on teacher feedback because I do not have enough knowledge of
giving writing feedback. (Mean = 2.9)
31. If students receive bad grades, they will take the courses more seriously. (Mean = 2.8)
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47. I clearly explain the grading system for a written assignment to my students. (Mean =
2.7)
32. On university level, feedback should be restricted to content. (Mean = 2.4)
Perceptions of Selected Approaches to Responding to Student Writing. This section
reports research findings relevant to Research Question 6.What are the perceptions of the
teachers regarding selected approaches to error treatment?
Although this research honed in primarily on teachers’ written feedback as a technique
employed when responding to student writing, the literature also suggests using other techniques,
such as oral feedback, electronic feedback, error-review class sessions, peer review, and guided
self-evaluations in an effort to better structure student deficits in writing (Ferris, 2007). As it
pertains to this research, perceptions of chosen techniques used to in response to student writing
(Items 53-60) suggest the frequency of the techniques employed by the teachers (written
feedback, oral feedback, electronic feedback, peer review, and guided self-evaluation) as it
related to student writing responses. Operationally, perceptions of various approaches were
defined as scores on a four-point scale that indicate degree of frequency, with endpoints ranging
from 1 (Not at all) to 4 (Very Often).
Use of Selected Approaches to Responding to Student Writing. Table 31 shows the
overall use of each approach by the university teachers to responding to student writing as
indicated by frequency. According to the results, providing written comments and error review
session in class were the most frequently used approaches among the seven approaches (Mean =
3.7). The second most frequently used approaches was face-to-face oral feedback and Guided
Self-Correction (Mean = 3.5), followed by peer review (Mean = 2.8).Electronic Feedback was
the least used approach (Mean = 2.4).The overall mean score (Average Mean = 3.1) of the items
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(53-60) reflected an overall positive attitude of the teachers towards the use of selected
approaches to responding to student writing.
Table 31
Use of Selected Approaches to Responding to Student Writing (Summary of Section)
Frequency
Selected Feedback Approaches

4

3

2

1

Mean

53. Face-to-face Oral Feedback

21

17

00

01

3.5

54. Written Comments

29

08

02

00

3.7

55. Electronic Feedback

03

16

15

05

2.4

56. Error Review Session in Class

31

07

00

01

3.7

57. Peer Review

05

24

09

01

2.8

58. Self‐Evaluation

04

23

07

05

2.6

59. Guided Self-Correction

22

14

03

00

3.5

60. Positive Impact of Selected

18

18

02

01

3.3

Feedback Approaches

Results and findings from the data collected through sample essays. The approach of
providing error feedback is used to communicate intelligible and targeted corrective feedback as
a goal of bolstering student accuracy in writing (Ferris, 2002). The second research question of
this study attempted to uncover the precise error feedback methods employed by the teacher
participants and their preferred mode of such methods. Results from the feedback samples
suggest that despite the varied use of corrective feedback kinds employed by the teachers,
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indirect/uncoded feedback, i.e., underline (60%); circle (16.4%) was the most dominant form,
followed by direct correction (16.3%).
The goals of the fourth and fifth research questions (as they pertain to this research) were
to examine teachers’ current feedback practices as they relate to the frequency and focus of
corrective feedback. In this respect, the research sought to evaluate the perceptions and practices
of feedback frequency and related kinds while uncovering any discrepancies between the
perceptions and actual practices, being the goal of the third research question. The third research
questions attempts to uncover the mismatch between perceptions and practices of the teachers.
The results of this research question were gathered from the responses provided by the teachers
on the first and second copies of sample essays written by a volunteer undergraduate Pakistani
student.
General Frequencies of Feedback. The table below illustrates the frequency of feedback
in the comparison to the number of error that received feedback and the numbers that did not
receive feedback.
Table 32
Number and Percentage of Errors that Received/did not Receive Feedback
Errors that
Essay

received

Errors that
%age

feedback

did not receive

Total
%age

errors

%age

feedback

Draft 1

1154

60%

766

40%

1920

100%

Draft

754

66%

386

34%

1140

100%
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As it can be seen from Table 32, there were a total of 3060 errors in the first and second
drafts of the sample essay. Of these 3060 errors, 1908 (62%) received teacher feedback whereas
1152 (38%) of them did not receive any corrective feedback. In short, the teachers provided
corrective feedback to only 62% of the student’s errors.
Error Feedback Strategies. The fourth research question investigated the kinds of
feedback teachers gave to student errors. The strategies employed by teachers were restricted; the
most frequent approach was uncoded feedback (77%), which means the indication of errors only
through underlining or circling them. The second most cited approach was direct error feedback
(12%), which includes the indication of errors while providing correct answers. Coded feedback
(10%) was the least used approach, which includes the provision of error codes (for example, T
for tense and P for preposition).
Table 33
Frequency of each Feedback type
Feedback Type

Frequency

Percentage

1. Underline

1836

60

2. Circle

533

17

3. Direct Answer

369

12

4. Error code

286

10

5. Cross out

22

0.6

6. Question mark

14

0.4

3060

100

Total

122

Focus/Distribution of feedback. The fifth research question sought to uncover the focus
of teachers’ feedback. This section shows the results as they pertain to the distribution or
concentration of feedback. A wide range of the teacher feedback i.e., 76% focused on grammar;
18% focused on spellings; and 6% focused on vocabulary. The findings are not surprising in the
consideration of the survey responses received from the teachers. Majority of the Teachers
seemed to hold to the belief that language forms should be given the highest attention, as it was
identified from the sample feedback provided by the teachers.
Table 34
Distribution of Error Feedback
Focus of feedback

Frequency

Percentage

Grammar

1,450

76%

Spellings

343

18%

Vocabulary

115

6%

1,908

100

Total

Focus of written comments on the feedback samples. A total number of 64 essays were
corrected by 32 teachers. The findings indicated that the teachers’ comments focused on various
aspects of the texts. Out of a total of 92 comments, 42.4% of the teacher comments focused on
grammar, 25% on vocabulary, 23% on spellings, 6.5% on content and only 3.2% of the
comments focused on organization. As a result, organization was identified as the recipient of the
least focus. The findings were not alarming, however, as they match with the survey responses
the teachers provided; 95% of teachers believed that language grammar should receive the
greatest attention in feedback.
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Table 35
Focus of Written Comments
Focus of teacher comments

Frequency

Percentage

Grammar

39

42.4

Vocabulary

23

25

Spellings

21

23

Organization

06

6.5

Content

03

3.2

Total

92

100

Type of written comments on the feedback samples. Three types of comments were
offered by the teachers on the sample essays. One of them was a particular statement pertaining
to the high level of performance on the students’ papers, for example “Good attempt” (praise).
Another type of comment dealt with the errors, which included something like “Incorrect use of
the article” (criticism). The last type of comment considered what needed to be done to bolster
the writing, for example “Review the suggestions given at the end of the first draft” (advice). The
most frequently used comments were those of criticism (58.5%), next was advice (34%), and
praise (7.5%) was the least employed approach. All of the remarks were written at the end of the
essays.
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Table 36
Type of Written Comments on the Feedback Samples
Type of comment

Frequency

Percentage

Criticism

54

58.5

Advice

31

34

Praise

07

7.5

Total

92

100

Analysis of the Qualitative Data
The qualitative research is more naturalistic, pragmatic, interpretive, emergent, and
evolving, as compared to the quantitative method of research (Marshall & Rossman, 2006). It
has the potential to lend itself to easily interpreted meanings in the teachers’ views on their
perceptions and practices of written error feedback. The researcher used semi-structured
interviews to collect qualitative data. There is an advantageous component to the interview, in
that the researcher has an opportunity to construct a trusting relationship with the participant,
which enables the researcher to gather otherwise hidden or detailed information that cannot be
easily gained through other methods of data collection. Participants also are able to add
statements within the context of the interview or ask questions regarding ambiguous inquiries
(Gal et al., 2007).
As reviewed in chapter three, the constructivist grounded theory was the method
underlying the qualitative data analysis of the study. This theory has been believed to be the most
important technique regarding theory generation (Cohen et al., 2007). This specific technique
was selected, as it “consists of systematic, yet flexible guidelines for collecting and analyzing
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qualitative data to construct theories ‘grounded’ in the data themselves” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 2).
In using the qualitative approach of data collection at this point, additional information was
collected, as there was an insider’s perspective which could be maintained through close contact
with the teachers and their activities within the natural setting (Burns, 1996). In reference to this
phase, themes were identified and theories were postulated from the data as they concerned the
employment of written error feedback within the instruction of English at an undergraduate level
in a Pakistani context.
The results of the qualitative analyses will be described in this section. At the qualitative
stage, the information was gathered via semi-structured interviews which were analyzed using a
constructivist grounded theory approach and coded strategies through thematic analysis. This
approach was specifically selected as it “consists of systematic, yet flexible guidelines for
collecting and analyzing qualitative data to construct theories ‘grounded’ in the data themselves”
(Charmaz, 2006, p. 2). Additionally, employing the constructivist grounded theory approach in
the qualitative data analysis provided for further interpretation and examination of the textual
data in an effort to discover the dominant discourses presented in the teachers’ perceptions and
practices on the use of written error feedback. Fourteen teachers were interviewed individually.
On average, the interviews lasted for 10-14 mins, while some of them went on for approximately
25 mins. Inquiries regarding the teachers’ experience and philosophies were posed in order to
unfold the reasoning behind their self-reported feedback perceptions and techniques used during
the first phase of the research (quantitative phase). The researcher listened carefully to obtain
comprehensive information from the participant (this was also done to maintain a comfortable
interviewing climate) (Maykut & Morehouse, 1994).
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The first step in data analysis was the transcription of all audio-taped interviews. The
researcher employed a three-step coding approach to structure the data in an effort to identify
concepts and categories while combining such techniques into substantive and formal theories on
the use of written error feedback in Pakistani universities (Charmaz, 2006; Ryan & Bernard,
2000). The three-step coding approach was open coding, axial coding and selective coding, in
which the initial data were examined, the themes and concepts were compared and contrasted,
and then they were synthesized into categories (Charmaz, 2006; Ryan & Bernard, 2000). The
coding approach was very important; it provided the major pathway to theoretical formation
(Sarantakos, 1998, 2005) while providing additional opportunities to investigate and reinvestigate the numerous findings of the data. Although some of the sections and topics (which
had been brought forth from the interview data analysis) corroborated findings discovered in the
quantitative phase, additional categories were also developed and reviewed during this phase.
Despite employing a deductive technique in the analysis of quantitative data, an inductive
approach was used in the analysis of the qualitative data (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). Themes
were identified using this inductive data analysis, as they were gathered from the teachers’
responses to the interview questions (Creswell, 2009). Following the completion of the
transcription of audio-taped data, the primary focus of analyzing the qualitative data began by
the identification of emerging themes within the text. The identification of theories was a part of
the entire process as opposed to the proceeding inquiry and discovery (Lichtman, 2010).
The constructive grounded theory was employed as “general methodology for developing
theory that is grounded in data systematically gathered and analyzed” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998b,
p. 158). In this methodology, there are three steps involved: sampling, coding and writing the
theory (Flick, 2004, 2006). This section primarily focuses on the coding and writing theory steps,
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as sampling step has been reviewed in chapter three. The coding and the writing theory steps
followed Strauss and Corbin’s (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, 1994, 1998) three-step coding approach:
open coding, axial coding and selective coding. In the theory generation process, a systematic
method was employed in the analysis, repeatedly and extensively in order to identify possible
themes and categories which are grounded in the data. Following the identification of themes and
categories, it was developed into substantive and formal theories (Grbich, 2007; Ryan &
Bernard, 2000), and then compiled into a logical, systematic and explanatory scheme (Strauss &
Corbin, 1998b). These steps were undertaken with caution in an effort to provide a flexible yet
valid method of interpreting the data analyzed. The themes and core categories which were
developed through the three-step coding process will be presented in the following sections.
Interview Participants. The qualitative data collection in this study involved responses
to the semi structured interviews. Fourteen participants agreed to take part in the qualitative
phase of the study. The demographic data shows that of the total number of 14 participants, the
females (8) were in majority and the remaining 6 participants were male teachers. Based on the
findings in Table 4.34, all the participants were qualified teachers possessing a master degree. 7
participants were graduates in the linguistics areas; another 6 teachers had their degree in English
literature; only 1 teacher held a degree in education. With regard to teaching experiences, all the
interview had diverse experience in teaching ranging from 1 to 20years.
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Table 37
The Demographic Details of the Interview Participants
Traits

Category

Gender

Male

06

42.8%

Female

08

57.2%

MA

04

28.6%

MPhil

09

64.3%

PhD

01

7.1%

Linguistics/TESOL

07

50%

Literature

06

42.9%

Education

01

7.1%

0-5 years

03

21.4%

6-10 years

03

21.4%

11-15 years

05

35.8%

16-20 years

03

21.4%

Linguistics/TESOL

06

42.8%

Literature

08

57.2%

Academic Qualification

Major

Experience

Course Taught

Frequency

Percentage

The Coding Process. The qualitative data in this study were analyzed in three steps.
Firstly, the understanding of the data took place through the systematic analysis of raw data
thoroughly line-wise and at the paragraph level. It was then followed by the next stage, wherein
codes and themes were generated, finalizing at the third stage of the identification of theories and
how they expanded at the end of the coding process. Considering the entire act of analyzing the
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data, not only were systems and topics generated, but the relationships among the codes were
examined as well. The course of re-examining and re-categorizing the preliminary codes (which
were gathered in the open coding process) into topics took place during the last step, selective
coding. Primarily, two aspects i.e., meanings within the data and the relationship among different
codes and themes, were taken into account and discussed throughout the analysis of the
interview data.
Open Coding. As previously discussed, the coding employed regarding the interview
data was a three step coding process adapted from Strauss and Corbin’s (1990) model. Initially,
open coding was employed to situate and identify “first-order concepts and substantive codes”
(Sarantakos, 2005). These first order concepts were pointed out and marked systematically
through the analysis of the raw data in an effort to draw implications from the teachers’
experiences (Charmaz, 2006). During this act, initial codes were originally developed to identify
responses while comparing and labeling them using 27 open codes.
Axial Coding. At the second step of the coding process, the themes were identified
through the development of the axis of “key concepts in the data analysis” (Neuman, 2006).
Throughout this method, the open codes were reconsidered, with the concepts representing the
themes then being elaborated. The goal of axial coding was realized through the process of
classifying these concepts by sorting and organizing a substantial amount of data and then
reassembling them in new ways (Creswell, cited in Charmaz, 2006). During this period, some
inquiries were posed “in relation to causes, consequences, conditions and other forms of the
interconnections between the codes” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). This process was followed to
classify, specify and name the themes “in terms of the conditions that give rise to the context in
which it is embedded; and the action/interaction strategies by which it is handled, managed, and
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carried out; and the consequences of these strategies” (Strauss & Corbin,1990, p. 97). The
emerging themes were incorporated in terms of the teachers’ perceptions and practices regarding
written error correction. After utilizing the axial coding technique, a more robust understanding
regarding feedback perceptions and practices, represented in the data, was gathered. The 27 open
codes were reclassified into 15 axial codes.
Selective Coding. The final step was selective coding within which “themes are further
summarized, selected, and made into central phenomenon and major categories” (Sarantakos,
2005, p. 350). At this stage, the emerging themes were compared, contrasted, and organized
around core generalizations and ideas (Neuman, 2003). Despite the completion of the summative
analysis, the topics were examined further into higher order core categories which were more
abstract than the data analysis. The dominant categories were abstractly integrated, as “the higher
the abstract level of the categories, the wider the applicability of the theory” (Bohm, cited in
Sarantakos, 2005, p. 350). In accordance with these interconnected concepts, the 15 themes were
grouped into 4 categories. Each category consisted of sub-categories.
Results of the Qualitative Data. Over 27 different open codes/themes were first
identified; then, a second coding procedure led to narrowing some areas that dealt with nearly
identical concepts, so the number was then refined to 15. These topics were then classified into
four major themes: (1) Beliefs; (2) Correction practices; (3) Application of different feedback
strategies; and (4) Contextual factors. The final categories allowed the researcher a further look
at identifying the teachers’ perceptions and practices concerning WCF, but also provided for the
observation of categories which showed a closer relationship within grounded theory analysis as
to how the teachers viewed and practiced error feedback in Pakistani setting.
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Category 1. Participants’ perceptions about corrective feedback (Research Q1)
Positive impact of WCF
Negative impact of WCF
 The role of feedback in the learning and teaching of English
Category 2. Participants’ perceptions about their own practices of written error
correction (Research Question2, 5)
 How do written errors get corrected?
 Direct versus indirect corrections
 Which aspects of writing are corrected in students’ writing?
 Which aspects of writing are not corrected in students’ writing?
Category 3. Perceptions and practices regarding different feedback strategies
(Research Q6)
 Students’ ability/motivation to improve
 Peer Editing
 Individualized Feedback
 Choice of topic
 Student feedback on teacher feedback practices
Category 4. Contextual factors (Research Q7)
 Large class sizes
 Time constraints
 Feelings of frustration
Category 1. Participants’ Perceptions about Error Feedback. The researcher
subsequently identified four dominant themes appearing in the teachers’ responses: (1) positive
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impact, (2) negative impact, and (3) role of feedback in teaching and learning. The forthcoming
sections provide an outline of each theme which was brought forth from the data analysis while
providing sample areas from the teachers’ responses to the semi-structured interview questions.
In the interview excerpts that anchor the presentation of the major four categories listed above,
the following conventions have been adopted; the initial of the participants’ pseudonym and the
number of interview, to differentiate participants from each other, were used; the
researcher/interviewer is identified by the letter R.
Positive Impact of Written Error Correction. Given the outcomes of the current
research, teachers tend to hold to the belief that written error feedback is advantageous to their
students. In an effort to better guide the learning process within the classroom, teachers employ
feedback techniques (Borg, 2001; Hyland & Anan, 2006). Such beliefs were amplified in the
teachers’ responses given in the semi-structured interviews. Excerpts of recurring responses of
the teachers during the semi-structured interviews are outlined below.
Excerpt 1. Students can achieve mastery in both form and content through teacher feedback (F1).
Excerpt 2. I think feedback is important and very useful for students (12).
Excerpt 3. Feedback is certainly beneficial for hard working students (J3).
Excerpt 4. They (students) give up some of the errors after one to two semesters of continuous
feedback (T4)
Excerpt 5. I strongly believe that the students who get feedback are aware of their errors and
work hard to overcome their weaknesses (A5).
Excerpt 6. Yes, feedback really works (A6).
Excerpt 7. Feedback is always good as long as you provide feedback (A7).
Excerpt 8. Students try to improve if we are doing the work on our part (M8).
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Excerpt 9. When students are provided some kind of feedback they show improvement in their
next attempt (P9).
Excerpt 10. Definitely I believe that students learn from the errors, we all learn through errors so
the teacher feedback is very important (U10).
Excerpt 11. Feedback plays an important role in student evaluation (A12).
Excerpt 12. This is rather dead important because the students are still learning so it’s better to
pinpoint their mistake (T13).
As outlined in the excerpts, the examination of the teachers’ responses to the semistructured interview questions indicate that teachers perceive that providing WCF plays a key
role in the following ways:
Students learn from their errors. (Excerpt 10).
Generates awareness of their mistakes in writing (Excerpt 5); and
Pushes students to work hard (Excerpt 1, 3, 4, & 5).
Additionally, it can be concluded from the outcomes that teachers feel that the provision
of WCF is a valuable aid in improving student writing accuracy, as correlated by current research
reports (Bitchener, 2008; Ferris, 1999; Montgomery & Baker, 2007).Despite the increasing
number of research efforts dedicated to investigating the assertions of written error correction,
the results seem to imply that teachers still believe that written error correction is helpful
(Truscott, 1996; Truscott & Hsu, 2008).
Negative Impact of Written Error Correction. The analysis of the teachers’ responses
during the semi-structured interviews indicates that the teachers believe that providing WCF has
disadvantages in the following two aspects.
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• Teacher Bias. Some teachers were of the opinion that sometimes language teachers did
not provide objective feedback. They either over-emphasized correction of certain errors
(Excerpt 14) or under-rated the work of their students due to high expectations (Excerpt 13).
Some of the teachers believed that overcorrection might give their students an impression of
biased feedback (Excerpt 15) or if a teacher made more corrections than the others, the students
might think that the teacher was biased against them (Excerpt 16).
Excerpt 13. I think nearly 5% of teachers tend to get biased when providing feedback. Their
feedback is influenced by their expectations of what should have been written (I2).
Excerpt 14. Some teachers have error bias what you call pet peeves (P9).
Excerpt 15. I don’t correct each and every error. I feel it would make my students think that I
personally don’t like them (M11).
Excerpt 16. If another teacher gives them (students) higher marks for the same language and
same writing style and you encircle their errors, may be because you don’t like their style (T14).
•Students might not Understand the Feedback. Another disadvantage of written
corrective feedback, reported by some of the participant teachers, was that weak students did not
understand the meaning of the written corrective feedback (Excerpt 17, 18) which could have a
negative impact on the student’s attitude towards the teacher (Excerpt 18).
Excerpt 17. Feedback is not valued by the weak students because they don’t have language
skills. The cram the text and do not have the ability to understand the feedback (T8).
Excerpt 18.There are so many doubts because most of the time students don’t understand it and
they develop negative feelings towards the feedback from their teachers’ feedback (U10).
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Therefore, the teachers who participated in this study may believe that the provision of
written error correction may be problematic yet they still opt to provide it on students’ writing
which aptly reflects their belief in the effectiveness of written error correction.
The role of Feedback in the Learning and Teaching of English. Although there is much
contention concerning the effectiveness of corrective feedback, teachers still seem to believe that
it is helpful in improving student writing accuracy (Brown, 2007; Hyland & Hyland, 2006). The
semi-structured interviews revealed the teachers’ perception regarding the significance of
providing written error correction. Following are the excerpts of recurring responses of the
teachers during the semi-structured interviews.
Excerpt 19. Students retain the corrections when our feedback provides them the right answers
(F1).
Excerpt 20. If you do not give them feedback, they will never go beyond their current level of
accuracy (A6).
Excerpt 21. No dramatic effect in one semester but their writing improves over time (A13).
The results show that the teachers believe that providing WCF is important in the
following aspects.
Helping students retain correct answers (Extract 19)
Improving writing accuracy (Extracts 20, 21)
Although there is much contention concerning the effectiveness of this kind of correction,
teachers still seem to believe that it is helpful in improving student writing accuracy (Brown,
2007; Hyland & Hyland, 2006). The semi-structured interviews revealed the teachers’ perception
regarding the significance of providing written error correction.
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The findings of the qualitative data analysis infer that teachers perceive that the provision
of WCF is helpful in improving written accuracy. Additionally, the outcomes also reveal that
teachers hold the belief that the provision of written error correction aids students in the retaining
of information used in an effort to become better writers.
Category 2. Participants’ Views on their own Practices of Written Error Correction.
As it pertains to teachers, written error correction is an important component of helping improve
the L2 writing accuracy of their students (Brown, 2007; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Lee, 2004). The
results for the present research prove that the primary reasons for teachers to provide written
error feedback is because it provides for teacher-to-student communication which is not always
feasible in the day-to-day operations of an L2 writing class at an undergraduate level. This
finding supports the finding of the current existing literature on written error correction (Ferris et
al., 1997) except for the fact that the prior research recommends individualized feedback which
was found lacking in the present study.
How do Written Errors get Corrected? Teachers’ beliefs regarding their practice of
providing WCF were reflected in their responses during the semi-structured interviews. Excerpts
of recurring responses of the teachers during the semi-structured interviews are outlined below.
Excerpt 22. When I return them (students) the marked assignments I discuss the errors with them
(F1).
Excerpt 23.First, I point to general errors that I notice that the student commit the most. You
know errors cannot be ignored at college level (I2).
Excerpt 24. If a student is writing something in class and I correct the grammatical error, I just
tell him to stop and write it again or I just point out the weakness. If it is a paper and has a
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grammatical error I just underline it and I ask him to come to my office to discuss it in person
(J3).
Excerpt 25. I underline a lot and I write comments on the papers so that students can know their
weaknesses (T4).
Excerpt 26.I make correction while I read about structural aspects and when I read through the
whole essay (A5).
Excerpt 27.I underline, I encircle, I correct the errors whenever it is required. I try to guide them
about style and the English writing (A6).
Excerpt 28. While I am reading I am underlining, encircling and pointing out errors (A7).
Excerpt 29.It’s not feasible for me to correct everything in the written drafts of the student so
what I do is carefully mark first two pages of the assignment and underline the errors then I read
rest of the paper. At the end of the text, I mention my overall comments regarding writing issues
(M8).
Excerpt 30. I start from the basic error and try to guide the student to overcome these errors then
I go for the complex ideas and errors and in the same way I move from basic to complex errors
(P 9).
Excerpt 31. Usually when I mark the papers or assignments of my students I point out the errors
they make frequently because we are always short of time in semester system so I primarily
focus on major errors which are frequent and common (U10).
Excerpt 32. Normally I read all the papers then I encircle the errors, but again I point major
errors out and then I ask them to ratify them so that they don’t repeat them in future (M11).
Excerpt 33. I guide them particularly about major errors they commit in their writing pertaining
grammar (F12).
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Excerpt 34. First of all if a student is making repeated errors in his sentence structure then I
prefer to deal with him individually but if there is a large group of student making same repeated
errors time and again then I address the whole class to point out the error that they are making
repeatedly (T14).
The results of the teachers’ responses during the semi-structured interviews show teachers’
beliefs regarding their written error feedback practices. The results could be summarized into the
following aspects.
 A combination of written and oral feedback (Excerpt 22 & 24)
 Marking frequent/common writing errors (Excerpt 23, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34)
 Underlining and encircling of errors (Excerpt 25, 27, 28, 29, 32)
 Providing detailed comments (Excerpt 26 & 29)
 Explicit written error correction (Excerpt 24, 26, & 27)
Direct versus Indirect Corrections. The qualitative results infer that teachers have varied
beliefs on how to provide written error correction. Although all the teachers believe in the
effectiveness of written error correction, only two teachers (J3, A5, & A6) believe in a direct
manner of providing feedback.
I correct the grammatical error, I just tell him to stop and write it again (J3).
I make correction while I read about structural aspects (A5).
I underline, I encircle, I correct the errors whenever it is required (A6).
On the other hand, 6 teachers (T4, A6, A7, M8, & M11) believe in an indirect manner, through
underlining and encircling the errors.
I underline a lot (T4).
I underline, I encircle, I correct the errors whenever it is required (A6).
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While I am reading I am underlining, encircling and pointing out errors (A7).
What I do is carefully mark first two pages of the assignment and underline the errors then I read
rest of the paper (M8).
Normally I read all the papers then I encircle the errors (M11).
The different patterns of teachers’ preferences may be a reflection of their diverse academic and
professional experiences pertaining provision of WCF.
Which Aspects of Writing are Corrected in Students’ Writing? Error correction, whether
oral or written, involves the provision of specific and consistent feedback on various aspects of
students’ writing for the purpose of helping them become better writers (Ferris, 2002). The fifth
research question asked about the focus of teacher feedback as it concerned different aspects of
student writing. In the best effort used to address this question, qualitative data were analyzed
and the subsequent emerging themes were identified from the teachers’ responses concerning the
focus of their feedback.
Excerpt 35. Usually I see both form and content but sometime student is week on one side so it
depends upon the individual student. If the student needs particular attention to form and this
student has grammatical problems or needs to polish content and expression so it depends upon
the student it may vary from student to student and generally I see both form and content (F1).
Excerpt 36.Both form and content are equally important because if a student does not have a
sound grammar there is no point of learning a language so both go together (I2).
Excerpt 37.Sometime students repeat one thing again and again and the thing is out of context. It
creates lack of coherence so I tend to pay attention to organization and coherence (J3).
Excerpt 38. I pay attention to content whether it is cohesively structured or not whether they
(students) are following a proper format of a particular subject or not (T4).
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Excerpt 39. Because I teach academic writing, I do guide them how to paragraph, in particular,
how to make a topic sentence? How to make the first and second paragraph? Writing the
arguments to support your topic sentence, and about the lay out (A5).
Excerpt 40.I look for form and content both but primarily my focus is on form I believe if form is
alright and your content is not philosophical, it’s alright but you must have the way to express
yourself so that’s why I always look for grammatical and other structural error related to form
(A6).
Excerpt 41. Organization is very important I always ask for smooth transition of thought from
one paragraph to another. I always asked my students to read the format of good paragraph
writing so that they know about writing the topic sentence and supporting details in an organized
way (A7).
Excerpt 42.At initial level form is more important but if they are on literary side then definitely
content is more important (M8).
Excerpt 43.My primary focus as a teacher would be more on language rather than the content. So
it certainly depends on them (students) how much they improve (P9).
Excerpt 44. I emphasized writing expression first and the content come later (A12).
Excerpt 45. I think for junior classes content does matter but for college level classes especially
of English literature and language, the language should be the most accurate. So for senior
classes I focus on the form very much and with junior classes I am lenient (T14).
The results reveal that the teachers believed that their feedback should attend primarily to
the local aspects of student writing while providing feedback (that is, grammar/vocabulary and
mechanics issues rather than content or rhetorical issues). There was a disparity identified
between the teachers’ responses to the survey questions concerning the focus of their corrective
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feedback and their responses to the interview questions concerning the same issue. Overall, the
comparison between teacher perceptions portrayed in the interview data (95% focus on
grammar) and the survey data (100% focus on grammar) were even matches, although the survey
respondents felt that they were considerably attending to content (74%) as opposed to the
interview participants attaching a considerably less importance to content.
Which Aspects of Writing are not Corrected in Students’ Writing? As the quantitative
findings of the study present the evidence that the majority of the interviewed teachers held the
belief that they focused on local aspects and provided less feedback on global aspects of student
writing. The conclusion that teachers pay more attention to local rather than global aspects in
their provision of written feedback can be drawn. The lack of focus on the global aspects of
writing does not clearly align with the recommended feedback practices. While the perceptions
of the teachers given through surveys and semi-structured interviews are generally consistent,
their perceptions regarding their current feedback practices do not mirror the research
suggestions regarding written feedback practices.
Initially, Burt (1975) identified that teachers tend to spot two different kinds of errors in
the act of giving written feedback. He refers to errors that impede the comprehension of the
entire message of the written text as global errors. Local errors, however, are form related, local
errors which do not affect the intended meaning of a text. Essentially, the primary difference
separating global and local errors is the gravity of meaning interference in understanding the
written text. Most prior research has proposed that overcoming global errors should be the main
focus of corrective feedback, given that such errors can in inhibit the meaning of the written text.
Category 3. Perceptions and Practices regarding Self-Correction. Based on the
results of the current research, the teachers hold to the belief that there is an advantage in
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receiving written error correction. This outcome supports existing literature (Ferris, 1995;
Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994; Hyland & Anan, 2006) which states that WCF helps students
improve their writing. Excerpts of teachers’ responses during the semi-structures interviews are
outlined in the following themes.
Students’ Ability/Motivation to Improve. The teachers, in this study, believe that
teachers’ WCF is beneficial to the students in the following aspects.
Excerpt 46. Yes, they want more feedback from us. If our feedback justifies the grade they
would definitely want to work hard to improve their grade (F1).
Excerpt 47.Hard working students certainly improve but most students have a non-challenging
attitude. They don’t take like it. They would ignore the feedback (J3)
Excerpt 48.Teacher feedback gives them a lot of guidance and inspiration so if they are
motivated this feedback definitely pays them (A7).
Excerpt 49.When students are provided some kind of feedback they show improvement in their
next attempt (M8).
Excerpt 50.Of course, it is very helpful in semester system or teaching at higher level if you
point those errors out to the students they can improve their expression, writing their
composition and of course if they want to become a prospective creative writer (U10).
As a result, the results of this research imply that the responses of the teachers concerning
the role of written feedback as providing motivation for students to succeed in their writing are
based on current research (Komura, 1999; Leki, 1991; Montgomery & Baker, 2007).
Peer Editing. Some of the teachers believed in assigning the responsibility of providing
WCF to their students. They believed that students can learn from their peers and this would

143

lessen any feelings of self-consciousness. The following excerpts reflect teachers’ perceptions
about peer editing.
Excerpt 51. They learn a great deal when they evaluate each other. I am sure this particular
activity is very much useful (T4).
Excerpt 52.Peer editing is really good and it encourages the students. They get discouraged by
the remarks of their teacher but they don’t get discouraged by the remarks of their friends. They
can easily understand and incorporate the ideas and ratifications suggested by their friends (A6).
Excerpt 53.Of course, the students who are more academically strong and have a good
expression and grammar and academic background they can help the weak students so it helps a
lot (A7).
Excerpt 54.In Pakistani large classes we have little room for peer editing but most of the time I
ask my brilliant students to help the weak students (P9)
Excerpt 55.I believe that among different learning strategies, peer editing is the best as there is
some kind of shyness which becomes a hindrance between teacher and student so it’s a good
technique to have some peer reviews and discussions (U10).
Excerpt 56.I have been exercising it as an experiment as peer assessment and it has brought
about appraisal so it must be encouraged (A13).
On the other hand, some of the teachers highlighted the following disadvantages of peer
correction. First, students may not take the activity seriously (excerpt 60). Secondly, they may
not want to hurt others’ feelings so they provide positive feedback only (60). Thirdly, interactive
activities like peer editing cannot be successfully conducted in a large class (Excerpt 60). Some
of the other disadvantages mentioned by the teachers were: level of English (Excerpt 57, 59),
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peer pressure (Excerpt 59), and making grades comparisons (Excerpt 58). These advantages are
further described in the following excerpts.
Excerpt 57. I hold peer review activity almost two times each semester. I ask them to write a 2
pages on the topic of their own interest then I ask them to exchange their papers so that they may
correct each other. But they are not quite comfortable in correcting each other because basically
they make same kind of grammatical errors (A5).
Excerpt 58.When I ask them to peer edit a paper that is pre-graded by me, they take more interest
in comparing their grades with those of their peers instead of helping one another improve their
writing skills. So they come to me and ask me to explain my grading criteria (J3).
Excerpt 59.No I don’t use peer editing because peer pressure can be certainly annoying for most
of the students. They don’t like the class fellows or even friends to make fun of their errors.
Sometime they don’t know how to produce words and how to use tenses and grammar that could
be difficult and embarrassing for them (I2).
Excerpt 60.It is very difficult to conduct peer editing in class due to the large class size and short
duration of the classes. The students neither participate seriously nor do they provide real
feedback. So it is of no use for us to give them any peer editing opportunity in class (A12).
Individualized Feedback. The provision of WCF is considered as an important part of
second language (L2) writing instruction for its potential to individualized teacher-to-student
interaction which is rarely possible in the everyday operations of an L2 writing class (Ferris, et
al., 1997). However, the teachers in the present study believed that providing individualized
corrective feedback was only possible in an ideal situation (Excerpt 61); it is useless as students
make the same errors (Excerpt 62); not all students want individualized feedback (Excerpt 63); it
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is time consuming (Excerpt 64). The following excerpts highlight the teachers’ perceptions about
individualized feedback.
Excerpt. 61. It is very important to know individual need but in an ideal situation (F1).
Excerpt 62. Mostly students make similar type of errors either they have studied well or they
have no idea what has been taught. Issues of students are mostly similar, no need to pay attention
individually (I2).
Excerpt 63. Some very good students come to my office and ask me to please guide us on how
to correct errors and how to improve what we write but this is really for individual students who
are interested not for all of my students (T4).
Excerpt 64. I would love to give individual feedback but due to shortage of time and other
administrative reasons I give general feedback otherwise I would pay attention to the individual
shortcomings of my students (A7).
Still one of the teachers preferred to provide individualized error feedback by allowing
the students to visit his office and discuss their errors.
Excerpt 73. I always try to deal every student individually. I call them individually and provide
feedback in written form and oral form and even I offer them opportunity to visit my office (P9).
Choice of Topic. Several studies have suggested that students should have considerable
control of the content of their EFL/ESL language learning (Crabbe, 1993; Kenny, 1993a; Nunan,
1988, 1994), including in the control of topics and themes for writing classes (Kenny, 1993b;
Silva, 1997, 1998). Reflecting the view that students should be free to write on topics of their
own choice, Silva (1997) argues that teachers should focus more on the process, location and
timing of writing, leaving the reason and the content to the students.

146

The results of present study support fewer limits to learner autonomy regarding the self-selection
of writing topic within writing classes. The teachers’ responses show that they mostly allowed
their students to choose writing topic of their choice (Excerpt 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, & 73).
The following excerpts highlight the perspectives of the teachers on the issue of choice of topic
in a second language writing class.
Excerpt 65. I often ask them to choose topic of their own choice and sometime I myself assign
them a topic (F1).
Excerpt 66. Sometimes I let them choose the topic for example we have sessional assignment of
20 marks. Yesterday I asked my students to come to my office and tell me what do you have for
assignment topics and yes I got a good input (I2).
Excerpt 67. Yes, very often when they are not interested in a given topic. I let them choose from
a list of topics for class assignments and sometime also in seminar especially when we have a
debate (J3).
Excerpt 68. Of course, if they have interest in the topic they will perform well (T4).
Excerpt 69. Whenever I give them a writing task, I ask them to choose any relevant topic of their
interest. If the topic is relevant I let them choose on their favorite topic. Sometimes I ask them to
choose a certain dimension of a broad topic. Because if the topic is not interesting they get bored
with the topic and ask me guide them. Therefore I ask them to write on any topic of their interest
(A5).
Excerpt 70. Yes, definitely it would have a good impact on the performance if we ask our
students to write on a topic of their interest. They can express their ideas and they feel
comfortable and there is a sort of clear organization in their writing. So interesting topic is the
main parameter I believe (M8).
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Excerpt 71. Most of the time I let my students write on the topic of their interest. When they like
the topic they write better (P9).
Excerpt 72. Because if they have their own interest in the topic then they feel more encouraged
and enthusiastic in writing about it otherwise if something is enforced upon them their energy
level goes down (A13).
In contrast to the above mentioned views of the teachers, two teachers (A11, A12. both
teach literature) argued that it was more practical rather necessary to use teacher-assigned topics.
Even though they always did not deny the opportunity to their students to choose their own
topics and work in groups.
Excerpt 73. Rarely, because we have to complete the syllabus and they are taught under the fear
of examination that is out of the scope to allow them to select their own topic therefore they have
to remain in the limit of course. Sometimes I ask two or three students to make a group and write
different parts of an assignment so they have the choice to pick their desired part (A11).
Excerpt 74. Not usually because I teach fiction, in fiction there are specified themes. At times, I
give them two or three topics and they have to work on them individually or in groups (A12).
Student Feedback on Teacher Feedback Practices. Some of the teachers believed that
their students’ feedback on their feedback practices would help them to adapt their feedback
(Excerpt 84) to the preference and needs of the students (Excerpt 87). However, others believed
that the students’ feedback revolved around the improvement of their grades (Excerpt 85, 86, 80)
rather than suggestions for improvement (Excerpt 80). The following excerpts portray teachers’
perceptions about their students’ feedback.
Excerpt 76. Their feedback gives me ideas for my self-evaluation and improvement of my ways
of feedback (F1).
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Excerpt 77. There are certain students who think I don’t mark papers properly, I am very strict
about marking and they come up with stupid reasons that other teachers give us higher marks on
the same language and same style and you encircle it because you don’t like our style (I2).
Excerpt 78.There are always one or two students in my class who come to me and say that you
have marked strictly so they want justification for marking criteria (A5).
Excerpt 79.Yes I always want to improve my own feedback methods because they are basically
meant for the student so that they can understand the meanings of my feedback. I am of course
interested to know how do my students like my feedback method and how should I improve it
(M8).
Excerpt 80.I am flexible enough to listen to their feedback but the students come to ask me to
increase their marks instead of giving me feedback (A13).
Category 4, Contextual factors. The findings of the qualitative data analysis show that
providing feedback to students’ writing poses a challenge to the teachers due to cultural factors
such as large class size, shortage of time, low impact of written feedback, and students’
frustration with the feedback.
Large Class Size. Class enrolment is usually large in Pakistani universities and the
teachers are too busy to pay individual attention to every student (Excerpt 81). The findings also
indicate that the teachers do not plan group activities such as peer editing due to the large class
size (Excerpts 82 & 83).
Excerpt 81. When you have 50 or 60 student you can’t pay equal attention to each and every
student’s needs (F1).
Excerpt 82. In Pakistani large classes we have little room for peer editing (P9).
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Excerpt 83. It is very difficult to conduct peer editing in class because of the short duration of the
classes (A12).
Time Constraints. The teachers’ responses to the semi-structured interview indicatethat
the teachers perceived time management as a great challenge towards the achievement of their
corrective feedback goals. The teachers could not adopt process writing approach due to a
shortage of time (Excerpt 84). The teachers argued that they did not have enough time in the
undergraduate English classroom to engage their students in the recommended feedback
practices such peer editing and individualized feedback. The following excerpts highlight the
perceptions of the teachers regarding lack of time.
Excerpt 84. Yes, if time allowed I would adopt process writing approach (A6).
Excerpt 85. We have to cover a range of subjects in a short semester (P9).
Excerpt 86. Due to shortage of time and other administrative reasons I give them general
feedback, as opposed to individualized feedback (A7).
Excerpt 87. Sometimes, due to shortage of time I cannot mark each and every incorrect
expression (U10).
Feelings of Frustration. Some of the teachers expressed the risk of face threatening
scenarios which could prove more harmful than the benefits gained through error correction
(Excerpts 88, 89, & 90). According to Chen (2006) "many teachers are worried that if they make
their students lose face in class, the students might hate them and stop working hard on their
subject" (p. 2). He believes that maintaining student face while also helping them progress in
learning English is a major challenge for teachers.
Excerpt 88. If they are corrected very often then they make groups and they turn again the
teacher. They come up with certain issues and they already do not like English class (A11).
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Excerpt 89. There are always one or two students in my class who come to me and say that you
have marked strictly so they want justification for marking criteria (J3).
Excerpt 90. I am flexible enough to listen to their feedback but the students come to ask me to
increase their marks instead of giving me feedback (A13).
The teachers also reported that their students were more interested in the actual score or
grade than in how much they actually learned (Excerpt 93). This scenario led the teachers to
question the effectiveness of corrective feedback (Excerpt 91, 92, & 94) as they believed that the
students cared more about their grade or what they had achieved rather than how they actually
achieved which was reflected in the teacher feedback.
Excerpt 91. The feedback seldom makes any difference in their (students’) language accuracy
(I2).
Excerpt 92. Despite correcting their maximum errors, I don’t see much improvement (A13).
Excerpt 93. They look at their grade and put the paper aside. I wish they spent a few mins
reviewing their errors and the corrections made by me (F1).
Excerpt 94. Weak students don’t take like it. They would ignore the feedback (U10).
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Chapter 5
Discussion
This section will provide specific study results as they pertain to teacher beliefs and
practices when incorporating WCF, and the related agreement and disparity between teachers’
beliefs and practices as they pertain to previous research. Despite the limited number of
participants in this research, such results either confirm or conflict with earlier research. Much
information can be gleaned from the Pakistani teachers who participated in this study, and such
results can provide insight into future studies regarding other populations of teachers.
Teachers’ Beliefs about Written Error Feedback
This portion reveals the study results as they pertain to the first research question. What
are university teachers’ perceptions about error correction in Pakistan? Two dominant ideas had
emerged throughout the discourse regarding teachers’ philosophies concerning writing error
feedback. (1) the teachers’ perceptions towards corrective feedback, (2) the teachers’ beliefs
regarding the use of corrective feedback. These ideas help in clarifying the teachers’ larger
philosophies concerning error feedback which may help in molding their feedback practices
while contributing to the research pertaining to how teachers’ beliefs connect to their practices
regarding the focus of their corrective feedback.
As it concerns the finding of the current research, all of the teachers held the pronounced
belief that error feedback is vital and should be provided on all varieties of student writing. The
teachers were of the opinion that the provision of written error correction on student writing was
inherently advantageous; they also saw it as having a variety of rationales. A majority of the
teachers had the philosophy that WCF played part of the bigger picture of helping students
perform better on their writing tasks in the future. Teachers comment on these strengths when

152

giving written error correction in an effort to foster student learning in the classroom (Borg,
2001; Hyland & Anan, 2006). Teachers’ philosophies concerning the benefits of giving written
error correction were shown in their responses to the survey and semi-structured interviews.
Additionally, as it pertained to the long and short term objectives of WCF, the teachers’
considered corrective feedback as an advantage for teachers and for students. It helps the
teachers discover the widespread errors of the students (Excerpt 8). As it relates to the students,
WCF aids them in considering their level of understanding while being cognizant of their
weaknesses (Excerpts 1, 3, 4, 5, 20, & 21) and thus bolstering their quality of writing over a
period of time (Excerpt 21).
The results revealed that, although WCF on student writing was challenging to the
teachers with a considerable class size (Excerpts 81, 82, & 83), time constraints (Excerpts 84, 85,
86, & 87), low impact of written feedback (Excerpts 91, 92, 93, & 94), and students’ inability to
constructively handle the feedback (Excerpts 88, 89, & 90), all teachers still have considered the
value of corrective feedback, as it is the primary input that students need in order to improve
their writing.
Current Written Feedback Practices of the University EFL Teachers
The questionnaire and interview data show that the teachers hold the belief that the
comprehensive approach is of vital importance in that it meets the expectations of the students
while aiding them in refining their writing, which may not happen if all errors are not corrected
(Excerpts 1, 3, 4, 19, 20, & 21). The results are corroborated with Jodai, and Farrokhi’s (2012)
study, which found that teachers approve of a comprehensive approach, holding the philosophy
that a considerable size of feedback, motivates students while minimal feedback results in the
students feeling depressed. On the other hand, it does not correspond with other research studies
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(e.g., Amrhein & Nassaji, 2010; Hamouda, 2011; Lee, 2003, 2008b; 2009), which revealed a
different outcome, that teachers place a high mark on the selective approach as providing
feedback becomes more convenient. Much like current study, Jodaie and Farrokhi’s (2012) study
showed that teachers strongly preferred the comprehensive approach as it conforms to the
teaching philosophies held by them. On the other hand, the studies that reveal teachers’
preference for selective approach have been concerned with secondary school teachers, who
reportedly taught students how to write in their English language class. This explanation hinged
largely in part because the writing teachers typically strive to highlight all kinds of errors (e.g.,
grammar, format, organization, coherence) in the students’ writing, as opposed to language
teachers who generally devote their time to considering specific aspect(s) in student writing (e.g.,
present perfect) as it pertained to the given activity.
As corroborated with the teachers’ philosophies, the feedback samples reveal that the
sum of the corrections made by the teachers reflected the use of comprehensive approach. This
conclusion appears to stipulate that teachers felt concerned regarding the end result of writing
instead of the writing process which includes helping students to acquire self-editing abilities.
The result, additionally, shows teachers’ philosophies concerning teacher-centered approached
given that they did not provide students with the opportunity to discover their mistakes and
rectify them. The comprehensive approach in providing WCF was typically employed by the
participant teachers, as was recorded in prior research (e.g., Lee, 2004, 2008, 2009; Ferris et al.,
2011), which leads students to rely on their teachers, and, as teachers assume the position of an
editor, students are relegated to being passive recipients of learning. Despite the kind of labor
teachers put in when highlighting student errors, the reality is that they cannot learn the material
for students; students must understand for themselves. Also, emphasis on correcting grammatical
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errors conveys the notion that students can only improve their grammar by having their errors
corrected. On the other hand, SLA research has revealed that students do not always learn what
they are taught (Ellis, 2006; Pienemann, 1998). In this way, simply identifying the correct form
does not ensure learning.
Teachers who took part in the research identified problems comprehensively. Adhering to
form this way proposes that all errors must be corrected and that students should strive for
writing that is error-free. Given this, SLA research has shown that this is not an easily attained
goal for L2 learners. Some errors are inevitable as they are developmental in nature – part of the
interlanguage (Ellis, 1985), and students may possibly not be at a point to be prepared and learn
from the feedback (Pienemann, 1998). While it is difficult to determine what the exact amount of
error feedback should be provided, it is not the case that more equals better. For instance, there
are students that commit a great deal of errors who are more likely to not be good at writing, and
it might innately prove troublesome for them to best handle significant amounts of feedback. As
it pertains to teachers, making detailed comments may lend itself to causing a burden for the
teachers (Ferris, 2003), particularly when they have a large number of student writing to respond
to on a daily basis. Lee’s (2004) research regarding data collected from Hong Kong secondary
teachers revealed that only a small portion of teachers’ error corrections was precise and the
teachers tended to over emphasize written errors. Inaccurate feedback (e.g., when teachers
misappropriated student texts), as Ferris (2003) indicated, can be more harmful than helpful. It
can result in frustration for students, particularly if it contains ambiguous and impractical
comments (Goldstein, 2005; Zamel, 1985). Feedback should be consistent and meticulous,
illuminating students as to what steps they should take to receive better marks, translating into
proper use of the feedback.
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In addition, in the initial (and ultimately only draft of) writing, the value of teachers’
written feedback can also be questionable given that students do not get a chance to revise their
written work, which may be meaningless to students despite the helpfulness, comprehensiveness,
or constructiveness the feedback. A comment such as ‘Please try to introduce the characters in
the first paragraph’ would not be considered by the student because he or she does not have an
opportunity to respond to the teachers’ comment. As Ferris (1995) has noted, feedback is far
more beneficial when it is given on intermediate rather than terminal drafts.
Although the research has questioned the value of traditional comprehensive approach
(e.g., Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Ferris and Roberts, 2001; Hendrickson, 1980; Lee, 2013; Leki,
1990; Storch & Wigglesworth 2010) given that it does not aid students in becoming skilled at
self-editing, teachers’ philosophies and practices in the current research showed that they
preferred the comprehensive approach. In accordance with Lee’s (2013) study, the
comprehensive approach prevails in the majority of EFL writing classrooms which is influenced
by the “more is better” maxim. It is to say that the more teachers’ are inclined to feel liable for
producing more efficient writers; they are more likely to make corrections on additional errors.
In a parallel vein, the teachers in the current research might be of the opinion that via
comprehensive WCF, they show students that they are conscientious teachers. Teacher
interviews brought to light the philosophy held by them since they view error correction as their
priority and hold the belief that it is an impossible task to avoid. In addition, teachers who
seemed to validate their opinion on the comprehensive approach as a result of their perceived
need to meet student expectations might perhaps have been concerned that students would
complain if their errors were left uncorrected. This kind of justification also shows that teachers,
as it pertains to this point, are cognizant of student needs. Teachers additionally state that they
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are concerned with student comprehension of the errors they make if they do not highlight all the
problems. Another contributing thought might be that perhaps selective marking is difficult for
teachers to most effectively organize their error correction (Lee, 2003).This motivation might
shed light on the finding in prior studies that confirmed that teachers adopt a comprehensive
approach despite believing in the selective approach. It may also simply prove difficult for
teachers to avoid the attraction of marking all student errors. Further, the teachers’ decision to
hone in on such errors might be a result of their lack of preparation to most effectively employ
feedback strategies.
Congruence between the Feedback Perceptions and the Actual Feedback Practices
This section explored the in/congruence between the teachers’ beliefs and practices
regarding corrective error feedback. As it pertained to the focus of the feedback, it was
discovered that teacher beliefs were in total compliance with their practices regarding the focus
on language form. As it pertained to feedback strategies, teachers’ beliefs were consistent as they
related to employing indirect feedback. Lastly, as it pertained to the source of feedback, teachers’
beliefs and practices were once again compatible concerning the incorporation of peer feedback
and the self-editing strategies.
Given that the current research revealed that teachers’ beliefs were congruent with their
practices regarding greater emphasis on language form and a lesser emphasis on organization,
this result is in agreement with prior research (e.g., Cumming, 1985; Ferris, 1997, 2003; Ferris,
2006; Lee, 2009; Montgomery & Baker, 2007; Zamel, 1985). Ferris (1997), for instance,
discovered that only 15% of the teachers’ remarks concern student content and rhetorical
development while the remaining comments regarded language form. Lee (2009) arrived at a
similar conclusion; that is, teachers showed a preference to marking language accuracy in spite
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of their belief that they should focus primarily on the content. This disparity between teacher
beliefs and practices pertaining to their focus on content and organization shows that teachers in
this research felt conflicted in their understanding that good writing should not be determined by
language accuracy and their form-focused approach. Teachers in the semi-structured interviews
provided a plausible alternative for the disparity, citing that content would be meaningless given
the presence of frequent form-related errors (Excerpts 36, 40, 42, 43, 44, & 45). A validation has
been found in Lee’s (2009) study, which showed that teachers proclaimed that students seem to
demonstrate a variety of language problems in their writing more so than errors related to content
or organization. This reason has been supported by the previous research (e.g., Bitchener &
Ferris, 2012; Lee, 2013) which has shown that language form errors are the most recurrent errors
made by students.
An additional justification for the semi-alignment between teacher beliefs and practices,
concerning the form versus content quagmire, seems to be tied to student needs and expectations.
Teachers in the semi-structured interviews revealed that they provided error feedback contingent
on the expectations and needs of students. The data regarding written feedback reveal the fact
that teachers focused primarily on errors, devoting significantly less focus to additional valuable
writing components, such as organization and style. Leki (2001) makes the argument that ‘a
focus on grammatical correctness in written work . . . may lead students to regard the purpose of
writing as being the production of grammatically correct texts’ (p. 201). Grammatical accuracy is
yet only one element concerning student writing competence. Teachers’ emphasis on errors not
only takes away time and energy overlooking the more valuable components of writing and
writing instruction (Bitchener et al., 2005), but it can also inappropriately contribute to the
molding of student attitudes towards writing that grammar should be the focal point in the end,
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rather than the process of writing. Hence, a backwards emphasis on written errors can
unfortunately send the message that grammatical accuracy is the primary aspect of producing
‘good writing’, resulting in students becoming unable to realize that there are other important
contributing factors that concern the writing process.
Yet another reason regarding the reality that teachers in the current research did not focus
on errors related to content might be that teachers did not employ the workings of a particular
rubric which serves to guide teacher feedback. The outcome that teachers specifically
emphasized errors related to language while content-related errors were not stressed can be
corroborated by the result that writing is concerned mostly by teachers as a product and that
teachers have the tendency to perceive themselves as language teachers rather than writing
teachers (Ferris, 2003). Another viable factor that leaves teachers focusing on form as opposed to
content may be the exam culture. In a similar finding, Lee (2009) discovered that the goal of a
writing exam in an EFL context requires teachers to focus primarily on the language aspects.
Teachers in this research offered the statement that they have been honing in on language
accuracy in an effort to aid students in successfully meeting the demands of the writing exam
(Excerpt 96). Lee has cited the washback effect (2009) as being a component which led teachers
to emphasize on language in spite of believing that there is more to good writing than accuracy.
As a result, they specifically emphasized accuracy, fluency, and vocabulary in an effort to
adequately prepare students for final exams. In addition, it can be posited that teachers’ beliefs
concerning the value of student preparation in qualifying the exams is the primary philosophy
while concentrating on content is secondary. This affirmation corroborates the aforementioned
conjecture presented by Phipps and Borg (2009) that the teachers’ core beliefs, which are
fundamentally central to the teachers, tend to be considered more important than their other
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secondary beliefs. Prior research (e.g., Cohen & Cavalcanti, 1990; Hyland, 2003; Lee, 2008) has
drawn a similar conclusion that writing instruction and responding to student writing were
significantly influenced by the impact of the textbooks which the teachers were mandated to
employ regarding a specific level of students.
Also, it is valuable to discuss the relevance of teachers’ agreement with the postulation
that grammatical feedback helps students write more accurately. This finding validates Truscott
and Ferris’s debate regarding the outcome of corrective feedback on language acquisition. The
quantitative analysis of the data points to the possibility that the opinions of the teachers are not
exact, and, of additional relevance, there were instances of “no opinion” surfacing when other
components of writing development (e.g., cohesion, coherence) were in play as a classroom
practice. The disjointed conjectures of the teachers appear to support the continuing controversy
that remains between L2 writing teachers and researchers. They appear to be in accordance with
what Ferris (1999) found - that grammatical feedback is valuable since it aids learners in writing
correctly while fulfilling student expectations; as such, it cannot be omitted. On the other hand,
their responses also imply that they confirm what Truscott has found – that providing corrective
feedback does not ensure producing better student writers.
Type of Feedback Provided by the Teachers
In response to the fourth research question regarding the preferred method of feedback,
the teachers valued indirect WCF more so than combined WCF, which was inconsistent with
prior research (e.g., Ferris, 2006; Lee, 2004, 2008). While both kinds of WCF – direct and
indirect coded – were employed by the teachers in the feedback samples, although the primary
use of indirect WCF mirrors the perceived philosophies. On the other hand, their typical modes
were not corroborated with what was shown in the studies cited. Ferris (2006), for example,
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posed the suggestion that indirect feedback should be administered on errors which could be
dealt with (i.e.,, errors which can be self-corrected by students, such as errors in subject verb
agreement and tenses), as opposed to direct feedback, which should be dispensed on errors which
could not be remedied (errors which can be difficult to be self-correct, such as lexical errors).
Ferris (2002) additionally posited that a greater deal of precision is likely to be more beneficial
for students in their reflection and cognitive engagement processes.
As it pertains to the current research, grammatical errors, which are regarded as treatable,
widely received indirect feedback from teachers. Comparatively, errors in expression, which are
thought of as being untreatable, were almost disregarded which indicates that the teachers lacked
awareness as to the kind of feedback which should be provided to address a certain type of error.
Such a phenomenon could possibly be a result of the teachers’ history of not being adequately
trained on feedback – an idea which was brought to light in the conducted interviews.
Throughout the interviews, the teachers indicated that they lacked particular training on
providing feedback on student writing.
Nevertheless, the outcomes of the current research are validated with those of Lee (2009)
and Hamouda (2011). During this research, teachers held their beliefs in favor of the indirect
approach. A viable reason surrounding the disparity in the teachers’ beliefs in Lee’s (2009)
findings and those in other research – such as the present one – could possibly be that the
teachers’ beliefs in Lee’s (2009) research were affected by institutional rules that required
teachers to aid students in correcting their own mistakes. Additionally, because Hamouda’s
(2011) teachers desired to amplify particular mistakes concerning language, it should be
expected that they held the philosophy in providing indirect corrective feedback in an effort to
aid students in correcting their grammar while improving their language. In contrast, as it relates
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to the current study, a common denominator motivating teachers’ beliefs in the indirect approach
(underlining/encircling the errors) can be connected with their philosophy concerning meeting
student expectations that teachers should identify all of their mistakes. The results in Ferris and
Robert’s (2001) research suggest that there is a direct advantage in incorporating indirect
feedback in students’ interlanguage. This is a positive discovery, because it clearly translates into
less work for the teachers. Unsurprisingly, the teachers in the current study had a preference for
the vague underlining mode of feedback. Highlighting mistakes in this way may be less time
consuming for teachers while being a preferred method for dealing with “untreatable” errors
(Sheen, 2012, p. 47).
The teachers’ inclination toward the indirect approach in the current study can be
corroborated with Ferris’ (2002) conclusions which showed that highlighting every mistake may
dramatically alter the teachers’ workload, resulting in them feeling more burdened. In the semistructured interviews, some of the teachers point out that they typically do not expend their
energy rectifying bad writing as it is full of errors. They justified their position in their reference
to low-achieving students’ poor investment in learning as contrasted with their high-achieving
peers e.g., “Weak students don’t like it. They would ignore the feedback” (Excerpt 94). “They
look at their grade and put the paper aside. I wish they spent a few mins reviewing their errors
and the corrections made by me” (Excerpt 93). A few teachers made the remark that the majority
of the low-achieving students do not review teacher feedback. As a result, teachers appear to be
providing less feedback to students who they presume will not benefit most from it. The
teachers’ beliefs are mirrored with prior studies (Van Beuningen et al., 2008; Truscott and Hsu,
2008) which posed the conjecture that the comprehensive approach has a less desirable influence
on the learners, particularly the low-achieving ones.
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In many cases found in the feedback samples, teachers only marked the errors, although
they provided no comment or alternative. This action prompted the students’ attention, yet it
shed no light on the reasons as to why it was a mistake or offer possible correction. Additionally,
this kind of feedback may unintentionally confuse students, as they are unaware of other options,
resulting in frustration as they are not likely to inquire about alternatives.
Additionally, a factor as to why the current study produced opposing results compared to
Ferris et al.’s (1997) work could be attributed to the quality of the relationship between students
and teachers in Pakistan, which tends to value high-achieving students. That is to say, teachers in
the Pakistani context appear to dedicate more time to advanced students while not paying as
much attention to the low-achieving ones (Hamouda, 2011). There is also another suggestion –
schools do not compare students based on their abilities. The teachers seem to have a lesser
regard for lower-achieving students; subsequently they have a smaller degree of concern as it
pertains to development of their writing skills. The current research participants posit that lowachievers did not value teacher comments; they lacked the motivation to improve their writing.
This appears to imply that teachers’ negative comments regarding low-achieving students are the
causes behind their customs. As Leamnson (1999) stated, ―pedagogy will be lackluster at best if
we start with negative feelings about students. The teachers’ preoccupation with high-achieving
students could also be attributed to the point that the majority of the teachers in the current
research were teaching literary classes and were not taught to instruct writing. It can be posited
that it is a rules-related issue of the universities as they employ teachers who specialize in the
field of literature to instruct writing classes.
As it related to feedback practice, teachers employed a mixture of direct and indirect
corrective feedback. This report is corroborated with what Ferris et al. (1997) and Lee (2004,
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2008) also found. Additionally, such customs seem to be in line with Bitchener and Ferris
(2012), who made the conjecture that the provision of both direct and indirect feedback is the
most helpful way to ensure student learning and comprehension of feedback. Sheen (2012)
comments that it is helpful for L2 students when teachers employ a mixture of both direct and
indirect components as it depends on the kind of error and student circumstances, such as L1
background, L2 writing proficiency, and the kind of writing task put forth (p. 47). Ferris and
Roberts (2006) also noted the value of employing a variable mixture of corrective feedback
methods, which is in line with the current research, as a blend of direct correction feedback is
verified by the majority of the respondents in this study (p. 83). The teachers’ trend in using both
methods (direct and indirect) in spite of their strong preference in the indirect method is also
corroborated by Lee’s (2009) results. This justification is in line with Van Beuningen (2010)
who contended that an overload of explicit WCF is both time-consuming and tiring for teachers.
As it relates to the error kind, teachers’ beliefs and practices are not backed up by the
research found, which contended that direct feedback should be applied with complex errors,
when students are not easily capable of self-editing (Ferris, 1999; Frodesen, 1991). This is
juxtaposed with the indirect approach, which is recommended to be used when teachers attempt
to place students in processes that involve problem solving, which allows them to improve their
editing activities (Ferris, 2002; Ferris & Hedgcok, 2005; Lalande, 1982). Contrasted with the
advocated processes, teachers provided direct feedback on local errors as they pertained to
language form (e.g., grammar, spelling, capitalization, punctuation), as opposed to their habit of
providing indirect feedback (coded or uncoded) on global errors in content and organization. The
current research teachers attributed this disparity to their concern that too much correction
demotivates the students (Excerpts 88, 89, & 90). Teachers also backed up their reasoning for
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using this practice by citing the ease of correcting language errors, as opposed to correcting
errors concerning content or organization, which requires changing entire sentences or
paragraphs. The teachers’ thoughts are in line with Bitchener and Ferris’ (2012) conclusions,
which show that most teachers have trouble resisting the urge to provide correct answers for
errors found in students’ language, as it is a process that is not time consuming.
In conclusion, teachers’ beliefs in the process of treating errors either directly or
indirectly without specific reason, that form related errors should be dealt with directly, and
content/organizational problems should not be considered are inconsistent with the
recommended practices. These inconsistencies can be attributed to the reality that teachers – as
they stated in the interviews – lacked formal training as to how to instruct writing and/or how
they should proceed with providing feedback on student writing. These disparities also show
that, in the process of correcting, teachers appear to not be cognizant of the philosophies guiding
feedback regarding various error components and student proficiency levels. This finding is in
line with what Lee (2003) found, as she reasoned that the explicitness of the EFL teachers’
corrective feedback practice is – random and not highly supported by scholarly findings or
specific principles (p. 111). Bitchener and Ferris (2012) also claimed that teachers are generally
unaware that their selection of feedback strategies must be guided by specific approaches.
Teachers in the current research made the point that they are not inclined to go by a specific
technique while correcting student responses. That said, in practice, teachers appear to correct
randomly without consciously thinking of error type or student level. There were no set rules that
directed teachers as to how and when they should provide feedback on student responses.
Teachers in the interviews identified the philosophy that they provide feedback given their
decision regarding the effectiveness for the student in question and that students tend to expect
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feedback on their writing. This provides further insight pertaining to the reasoning that teacher
feedback practices show a lack of knowledge regarding previous research about what should be
done with student writing.
Teachers’ beliefs and practices regarding the positive versus negative feedback. The
data concerning teachers’ written error feedback samples in the previous section showed that
teachers do not typically utilize encouraging comments in complimenting the student essays. In
fact, they frequently employed critical remarks (58.5%). These results are validated by the
conclusions drawn by Ferris et al. (1997) that, while the majority of L1 and L2 literature points
out the significance of praise in aiding student writing development, teachers’ positive feedback
is rare. Much related to the current research results, Cohen and Cavalcanti (1990) revealed that
teachers do not typically encourage students and Ferris et al. (1997) reported that teachers tend to
provide more complimentary comments to high-achieving students while providing directive,
mechanical, and negative comments to the low achieving students.
The corrective feedback samples showed that teachers were frequently inclined to
provide at least some negative feedback. Teachers reported that it was valuable to give negative
feedback, having the perspective that students would be able to apply it more readily to their
learning process. Although the current study teachers provided a variety of reasons for preferring
negative feedback (e.g., If you do not give them intensive feedback, they will never go beyond
their current level of accuracy. Excerpt 20), a possible reason concerning this disparity with the
advocated processes might be because of the error-focused approach to WCF (Lee, 2009), which
takes place primarily in the EFL writing context, and which garners the teachers’ attention to
student writing weaknesses rather than their strengths. This kind of strategy has been verified by
Lee’s (2009) research, in the Hong Kong context (which seems to be identical to that in Pakistani
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setting also). The Pakistani educational system upholds this adverse position towards students. A
portion presumes that the more negative feedback some students receive, the more they will
learn and improve e.g., “I don’t correct each and every error. I feel it would make my students
think that I personally don’t like them” (Excerpt 15). Additionally, teachers may also be affected
by their own prior instruction which tended to hone in on student weaknesses.
The feedback samples show that the most frequently used comments included criticism
(58.5%), followed by advice (34%), whereas praise (7.5%) was the least frequently used type of
comment. Following the review of the feedback comments, it was noticed that the positive
comments in the feedback samples seemed very single minded i.e., it merely praised student
achievement. Studies seem to indicate that despite the kind of feedback (whether it is positive or
negative), it should directly tie to competency goals in English. Praise can be connected to other
components of student performances, such as handwriting, for example, which is not related to
competency for writing students. If a teacher leaves comments on student handwriting or
mirroring components, they are identified as praise, not positive feedback.
Black and Wiliam (1998) have stated that feedback communicates an explicit comment
regarding the students’ work quality and how to improve it. Feedback like “good attempt” is
praise, but does not necessarily translate into an increase in student commitment or motivation.
These comments do not explicate a specific notion about student work, and they also do not give
any consideration forward, and thus cannot be regarded as real feedback.
As Ferris (1995) has aptly suggested, “…teachers should not abandon encouragement but
should place it side-by-side with constructive criticism” (p. 49). Cardelle and Corno (1981) drew
similar conclusions from their research, which stated that providing a mixture of praise and
criticism resulted in the most positive steps forward, as did Ashwell. “Criticism of errors alone
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was not effective as combining criticism and praise” (2002, p. 230). For teachers’ feedback to be
successful, clear and full communication is an essential ingredient” (Hyland, 2000, p. 50).
Teachers need to also be cognizant of the way in which they comment on student writing.
Although praise is valued by students, it should be genuine and particular (Hyland & Hyland,
2001). While recommendations can be beneficial, students need to be instructed as to how they
should take it properly, particularly when portions of advice may be overshadowed by the
teachers’ goals. Criticism can be constraining as opposed to being inspirational and “Prolonged
negative response decreased intrinsic motivation for writing for both the successful and
unsuccessful students” (Gungle & Taylor, 1989, p. 146). As a result, criticism, which shows a
more direct indication of errors to students, may be valuable despite not being an ideal response
kind. Therefore a mixture of different feedback kinds may be more helpful in the long term.
Focus of Written Error Feedback
The numbers have also shown additional beliefs and practices of teachers regarding the
components of writing that should be the focal point of feedback. In a broad sense, these
components can be grouped into characteristics that include language form (i.e., grammar,
spelling, punctuation, and capitalization), content (i.e., coherence, unity, and clarity of ideas),
and organization (i.e., the essay should have an introduction where the thesis statement is clearly
presented, a body which presents the topic sentence(s) stated, and a conclusion). The results
reveal that teachers’ perceptions and practices, as it pertains to the focus of the corrective
feedback, matched up perfectly. Ninety-five percent of the teachers held the belief that teachers
should mainly zero in on language form. The alignment of perceptions and practices is
predominantly clear in the corrective feedback samples. According to the feedback samples, out
of a total of 1,908 feedback points, 76% of the teacher feedback focused on grammar. The
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numbers are not alarming in light of the survey data provided by the teachers. They believed that
language form should receive the most attention in feedback, which was clearly shown in the
feedback samples provided by the teachers who had participated in the study.
The numbers reveal that the teachers believed that their feedback should be central to
focusing on local components of student writing while providing feedback (that is,
grammar/vocabulary and mechanics issues rather than content or rhetorical issues). A match was
discovered amongst teacher responses to survey questions concerning the focus of their written
feedback and their answers to the interview questions, which dealt with the concentration of
written feedback. Generally speaking, the alignment of teacher perceptions provided in the
interview data (95% focus of grammar) and the survey data (100% focus on grammar) was
decisive, despite the fact that the survey respondents believed that they were focusing their
attention primarily on content (74%), as opposed to their perceptions regarding the significance
of content.
The results of the research have revealed that most of the interviewed teachers had the
perception that they gave more feedback on local aspects while providing less feedback on
global aspects of student writing. It can thus be concluded that teachers have the tendency to pay
more attention to local aspects rather than global aspects of writing in their provision of written
feedback. The absence of concentration on the global components while providing feedback is
not supported by recommended feedback practices. While the perceptions of the teachers (as
portrayed through survey and semi-structured interviews) usually were in alignment, their
perceptions regarding their current feedback practices do not mirror what prior studies have
shown concerning written feedback practices.
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In the first stages of his research, Burt (1975) made the distinction between two kinds of
errors that teachers deal with in their provision of written error correction. He made the reference
to errors that obscure the entire meaning of text as being global errors. Local errors, he
contrasted, are minor errors that do not affect the meaning the text is trying to communicate.
Simply put, the primary characteristics distinguishing global from local errors include the
severity of interference they convey in understanding the meaning of the written text. The
majority of prior research considers that the attention of written error correction should be on
global errors, as they influence the overall comprehension of the text.
The results from analyzing the data provided from the questionnaire responses and
feedback samples showed that mechanics merited most all of the teachers’ WCF comments
(90%). This result aligns with those reported by Ferris (2006), who found that teachers gave
most of their WCF points on grammatical errors. Each of the three teachers in her study provided
most of their WCF points in this category. Macdonald, Badger and White (2001) found that nonnative speakers have a strong belief that every grammatical error should be corrected.
Perceptions Regarding Selected Approaches to Error Treatment
The results seem to imply that teachers find significance in applying peer feedback in an
effort to assist students in recognizing the pitfalls of other students while helping them edit their
own writing (Excerpts 52, 53, 54, 55, & 56).Although all teachers believed peer feedback to be
influential, a few of the teachers urged that there were disadvantages with peer correction. First,
students may not consider the process to be meaningful (excerpt 60). Secondly, they may not
want to hurt others’ feelings so they provide positive feedback only (60). Thirdly, interactive
activities like peer editing cannot be successfully conducted in a large class (Excerpt 60). Some
of the other disadvantages mentioned by the teachers were: level of English (Excerpts 57 and
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59), peer pressure (Excerpt 59), and making grades comparisons (Excerpt 58). None of the
teachers reported to implement it successfully, citing factors such as student attitudes and
proficiency level. As an alternative to students providing feedback to their peers, the teachers had
the preference of leading the class in a discussion started by the teachers themselves; they all
reported that they believed that such a practice was more effective. This was primarily due to
their understanding that they were in a better place of making sure that all students contributed to
the development of feedback, that they were sincerely dedicated to the process, and to ensure
that there was no negative exchange occurring amongst the students (Excerpts 57, 58, 59, & 60).
The results were also corroborated with prior research (e.g., Bitchener & Ferris, 2012;
Goldstein & Conrad, 1990; Hyland, 2000; Storch, 2004) which posited that the employment of
peer feedback is not as advantageous or as effective in the L2 context. Additionally, these results
imply that the teachers believed in the position of teachers as holding the authority overpowers
the specific belief that teachers should participate in the peer feedback process. These results
were also matched with the majority of the previous research (Cohen & Cavalcanti, 1990; Ferris
et al., 2011; Montgomery & Baker, 2007; Norouzian & Farahani, 2012) that teachers rested
solely on their own merits in providing feedback.
Teachers’ beliefs that their own WCF is more valuable than peer feedback is aligned with
results found in the research conducted by Amrhein and Nassaji (2010), Jodaie and Farrokhi
(2012), and Zacharias (2012). However, they can be contrasted with research carried out in an L1
writing context (Hairston, 1986; Moxley, 1989) which has shown that teachers hold a belief in
the significance of peer feedback as opposed to teacher feedback. The mismatches between
teacher philosophies may be due to the disparities in writing context statuses such as the L1 or
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L2/FL writers. Essentially stated, L1 students are not as limited in competence as are L2
students, which provides for peer feedback beyond language form.
The results – that peer feedback was minimally used by teachers in spite of their positive
opinions regarding its effectiveness – bring up the notion regarding the possibility of injecting
peer feedback, provided that there are barriers concerning teacher tradition, beliefs, and/or
student attitudes toward peer feedback. Jacobs et al. (1998) took the position that research that
requires students to make the choice between teacher versus peer feedback is wrongfully
positioned, given that these kinds of feedback should not be viewed as being mutually exclusive.
This is in line with the conclusions drawn by Nelson and Murphy (1993) and Caulk (1994),
which showed that peer feedback has the potential to fit well with the part teachers’ WCF plays
and that students could perhaps find it valuable when they also have a role in the process. That
said, pertaining to this specific study, teachers’ consideration regarding the value of peer
feedback might originate from the reality that they rarely use it. Essentially, students may find
peer feedback helpful following its implementation. It should be added, though, that the teachers’
responses regarding their lack of training in language instruction may perhaps be an additional
factor for not implementing peer feedback.
As the findings of this present research suggest, teacher-centered feedback was the most
commonly employed technique among the teachers for a variety of purposes. A majority of the
teachers employ the technique as they consider it to be the most effective in their contexts. On
the other hand, some teachers may apply it because they desire to show their efforts in marking
and providing comments. Other teachers may employ written feedback as a habit because it was
the kind of feedback they received from their own teachers. At the same time, other teachers may
use it because they are unaware of other methods. In spite of the many benefits and overall
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appreciation for written error correction, a single approach may not interest students and may not
be the most effective technique to use with all student writers. Instead, employing a mutipronged technique given each context may produce more desirable results. For example, while
face-to-face oral feedback may take up time, it might still be the most productive way of
understanding student needs while reducing the ambiguity of written feedback as direct
discussion is being held.
Similarly, a variety of research implied that students may bolster their writing by merely
reviewing and rewriting their own papers given guidance or a list of errors from their teachers
(Fathman & Whalley, 1990; Ferris & Roberts, 2001). Doing revision solely does not guarantee a
marked improvement in the next draft, as seen through previous studies: “Effective revision
requires the engagement of the learner, as well as the careful application of feedback practices
which can guide the writer to an awareness of the informational, rhetorical, and linguistic
expectations of the intended reader” (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994, p. 145). Hopfenbeck (2001)
clearly posited that student participation in the assessment process will bolster motivation and
learning. In the process of reviewing their own ability to learn, students come to the realization
as to what is required of them and what must take place in order to improve their academic
record. As a currently noted component of formative assessment, self-assessment aids in the
development of a self-paced learner, an individual who can find answers to problems while
employing scaffolding, and also leads to the confidence development in terms of content,
language, and study habits. In order to increase the application of self-assessment and develop
self-regulated learners, we need to increase pupils’ knowledge about assessment. In fact, in terms
of peer-assessment and self-assessment, the study participants pointed to several challenges due
to their lack of knowledge about learner-centered assessment.
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Therefore, providing instruction on student techniques that aid them in processing and
deciphering feedback to be more successful may be valuable. Additionally, peer review may
bolster the writers’ understanding of audience awareness while minimizing pressure as students
are more likely to be accepting of remarks made by peers (as opposed to receiving criticism
directly by teachers). Also, it is pertinent to mention that electronic feedback may be more
advantageous over the traditional method as it can prevail over limitations given in time and
space (Ferris, 2007). Also, it is valuable to understand that current students are usually well
equipped to deal with technology and can easily understand screen-based reading and writing
activities, such as chatting, blogging, and emailing; the electronic method might better serve this
generation. It can be further stated that because a few language teachers understand that their
students have a preference and actually respect teachers who more frequently employ electronic
techniques, more teachers may want to take note of using electronic feedback.
In sum, it was discovered that study participants seem to place little emphasis on
fostering learner autonomy through the process of corrective feedback, or had a small
understanding that such a development could take place. The findings from Phase 2 of the
present study revealed that corrective feedback from four different universities in Pakistan was
teacher-centered and institution-focused, paying little attention to learner autonomy. Teachers
should also be cognizant of the components that result in effective scaffolding. Elements such as
gauged interest in the assignment and critical responses may come effortlessly to a few of the
learners. Teachers should be mindful of keeping students interested in assignments, eliciting
critical thinking and responses from them, and should foster interactions through valuable
feedback comments that aid in developing a varied pattern of thinking. In addition to all of this,
these techniques and practices should be reviewed carefully with students in the classroom.
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Contextual Factors Affecting Teacher Written Error Feedback Practices
The results showed the teachers’ WCF practices were influenced by a range of
interrelated features. These results are aligned with what Brock (1995) positioned that teacher
WCF practices are not isolated, but rather are affected by a gamut of interrelated components.
These factors, as revealed through qualitative data analysis, can be related to the context, the
students, and the teachers.
Qualitative data shows the context related factors include the effect of the educational
culture (work load, large class size etc). A number of previous studies pertaining teachers’ WCF
beliefs and practices have also reported contextual factors (e.g., Borg, 2003, 2006) in general and
(e.g., Bailey & Garner, 2012; Hyland & Hyland, 2006; Lee, 2009) with regards to WCF practices
in particular. For instance, the teachers reported that the reason for not adopting multiple-drafts
writing was to assign several different writing tasks and topics to their students to help them
grasp the syllabus and prepare them for final exams. The marking criteria if the teachers are also
affected by the exam-oriented context. Teachers’ feedback heavily focuses on language form
because the examination department puts more emphasis on language accuracy than any other
aspect of writing. Lee’s (2009) study also found the pressure of final exams had a fundamental
impact on teachers’ beliefs and practices in regarding the focusing of WCF being on the
mechanics of writing rather than of the content.
Moreover, the educational cultural norms mediate the WCF beliefs and practices of the
teachers. This finding is in agreement with Eisenstein et al. (1997) study that found teacher WCF
beliefs and practices are influenced by their context. Likewise, Lee‘s (2009) participant teachers
hold their respective teacher-centered context responsible for the mismatch between their beliefs
in the need for implementation of selective feedback, multiple-drafts approach, and their

175

adaptation of comprehensive marking. This finding also confirms Kennedy‘s findings (1988)
who revealed that the teachers’ practice are greatly influenced by their cultural context.
Moreover, Hyland and Hyland (2006) define teachers’ WCF as a kind of social behavior that
takes place in a specific institutional and cultural context. Therefore, a change in teachers’ WCF
practices might reflect a change in their beliefs which are directly influenced by the cultural
system which eventually operates teachers’ practices (Ferguson, 1993).
In addition, the notion that students are basically interested in grades is problematic
(Gomez & Osborne, 2005). When students’ writing is assessed with a score, these writing tasks
become mini-summative assessments rather than formative assessments (intended to promote
student learning), undermining the positive outcomes of teachers’ WCF. According to Stobart
(2006) scores and grades pose serious threat to assessment for learning because even if teachers
provide both comments and scores/grades students’ would mainly focus on grades (Black et al.,
2003). Assessment for learning does not serve a positive purpose if teacher feedback emphasizes
on scores as it diverts student attention from utilizing teacher feedback for improvement of their
writing.
Student related factors such as large class size, lack of discipline for collaborative
activities, feeling of frustration due to limited language proficiency, and student expectations.
The data indicated that teachers beliefs about the useful role played by WCF were guided by
their knowledge of (or assumptions about) student needs and expectations. For example, the
teachers reported that the underlying reason for their over-emphasis on the form rather than the
content was to meet their students’ expectations of grammatical feedback. These results
substantiate Phipps and Borg’s (2009) findings that teachers tend to adopt traditional grammarbased methods for language instruction as their students expect them to do so. These findings
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also corroborate Lee’s (2008) discovery that teachers’ decision to write their comments as
choppy phrases (e.g., correct the grammar), is influenced by their students’ preference to receive
WCF as complete sentences; despite the fact that the teachers believed in writing shorts terms
instead of short phrases. A number of WCF studies (e.g., Cohen & Cavalcanti, 1990; Lee, 2004;
Montgomery & Baker, 2007; Norouzian & Farahani, 2012) maintain that students’ needs and
expectations have a decisive influence on teachers’ WCF practices.
Hence, the EFL teachers have been found to hold the belief learners’ mastery of the target
language can be achieved through grammar-based instruction. They teachers’ personal
experiences are mostly based on their exposure to the traditional methods of grammar instruction
as learners so they find it easier to follow the same traditional methods of instruction. Moreover,
grammar based feedback is objective and makes it easy to justify an unsuccessful grade; on the
contrary, discourse-level feedback tends to be subjective and makes the task of grade
justification somewhat complicated. Even though discourse-level feedback, based on
organizational and rhetorical aspects of writing, is hard to explain yet language accuracy does
not always guarantee clarity of meaning in a piece of writing. Inaccurate student essays, at times,
are rather clear and interesting whereas accurate papers are not always clear, cohesive, and
interesting (Levis, 2011).
Lastly, the participant teachers of this study reported some teacher related factors
influencing teachers’ WCF beliefs and practices. These factors mainly include the teachers’
personal experiences and lack of specialized knowledge. Lee (2008), Li (1998), and Wu and
Badger (2009), have also reported that teachers’ practices are negatively influenced by lack of
professional training.
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Therefore, the complexity of relationship between teachers’ beliefs, practices, and
contextual factors cannot be examined without taking a particular context into consideration as
some of the contextual factors have been found to prevent teachers from implementing their
beliefs. The context independent studies do not take into account the contextual factors and
hence their results are incomplete and less reliable.
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Chapter 6
Conclusions
Summary of Key Findings
The primary aim of this research was to uncover Pakistani university teachers’ beliefs
and practices regarding WCF on student EFL writing and the contributing components and
features that halted the teachers from translating their beliefs into practice. In particular, the
research sought to examine the present written feedback practices of EFL university teachers, the
kinds of written feedback employed, and perceptions concerning the variety of approaches used
to respond to student writing. This section shows the summaries and discussions of the research
findings, implications of the present study, and suggestions for future research.
The data for this research were gathered from EFL teachers from four different publicsector universities in Pakistan. The triangulated method was employed to gather data through a
variety of instruments – survey questionnaire, feedback samples, and semi-structured interviews.
The first research question (RQ) investigated teacher perceptions concerning WCF. The second
RQ investigated the WCF practices of the university teachers. The third RQ investigated the
similarity between teacher beliefs and related practices while providing reasons for the
inconsistencies showed by the participant teachers. The fourth RQ singled out the kind of
feedback the teachers had a preference for. The fifth RQ tackled the concentration of written
corrective feedback. The sixth RQ addressed perceptions concerning the preferred approaches to
error management. The seventh RQ investigated the issues perceived by teachers as influential in
their WCF practices.
The first RQ showed that all teachers believed in rectifying their students’ errors in a
comprehensive way. Such beliefs were mirrored in their responses to the survey questionnaire
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and semi-structured interviews. In a supplementary way, the teachers considered corrective
feedback to be advantageous for both teachers and students (also added were the short-term and
long-term goals of WCF). They held the belief that WCF in response to second/foreign language
writing was valuable since the students anticipated it from their teachers. As it concerns the
second RQ, the results showed that teachers seemed to give direct feedback on form related
errors while providing indirect feedback on errors concerning content and organization. That
being said, while there were several scenarios wherein teachers reportedly provided no feedback
(content-related errors), virtually most of them seemed to rectify every error on the whole.
Additionally, the teachers stated that they adjusted their WCF practices by providing negative
feedback to low-achieving student writing and not responding to a majority of their errors.
Concerning the third RQ, both consistencies and conflicts between teacher beliefs and
practices were discovered. Teacher beliefs predominantly matched up with their practices
concerning the amount and concentration of WCF. On the other hand, teacher beliefs were not
congruent as it pertained to the explicitness of WCF, the employment of positive feedback, and
the source of WCF (RQ 6). There was a complete conformity between teachers’ reported beliefs
and practices regarding teacher-centeredness of WCF. However, the teachers’ actual preferences
were not congruent with their stated perceptions concerning the explicitness of WCF, the focus
of WCF, and how positive feedback was to be distributed. Feedback samples show that the
teachers’ gave out both direct and indirect WCF while holding the belief that feedback should be
mostly indirect. Additionally, the majority of teachers seemed to give WCF in both content and
language form while the feedback they gave was mostly on language form. It is also pertinent to
mention that the teachers maintained that they fostered growth in their students by way of
positive feedback while the feedback samples clearly showed that the teachers gave negative
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feedback and undercut the assurance of their students as writers.
The fourth study question concerned the preferred method of the teachers; they mostly
favored an indirect (underline/circle the error) correction process. These results seem to imply
that the teachers opted for the less time consuming methods. The fifth RQ deals with the focus of
WCF as shown in the feedback samples; most of the teachers focused on sentence level without
making reference to the entire context. The teachers stated in the interviews that grammar
correction was vital because they held the belief that by providing corrections, the students are
able to write more precisely.
The fifth RQ showed a clear disparity between teachers’ beliefs and practices concerning
a variety of tactics used to deal with errors. Teachers, who proclaimed in their survey responses
that they often dealt with errors in a variety of ways, appeared to have a lack of understanding as
to how to integrate activities like peer feedback, multiple-drafts writing, and self-correction in
spite of the fact that they believed in their effectiveness. The teachers’ absence of training
appeared to be the one of the primary factors found in the consistencies between beliefs and
practices on highlighting different methods of error treatment. Additionally, the deeply held
belief of the teacher-centered approach appears to have affected teacher beliefs and practices
throughout the research.
In the seventh RQ, a few contextual elements concerning overall educational and cultural
context (e.g., time constraint, large class size, final exams), teachers (e.g., teachers’ experience),
and students (e.g., proficiency levels, expectations) were reported to influence teachers’
perceptions and practices. The findings showed some similarity with previous research as
teachers’ beliefs, contextual factors, experience, and educational background have been found to
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have an influence on their feedback practices, at least those stated by the teachers in this
research.
In sum, the teachers held the belief that their students required corrective feedback in
order to understand their strengths and weaknesses. They believed that teacher WCF generally
helps the students improve their writing and accuracy in particular. As stated by Ferris et al.
(1997), “Written feedback allows for a level of individualized attention and one to one
communication that is rarely possible in the day-to-day operations of a class, and it plays an
important role in motivating and encouraging students” (p. 155). This is specifically valid in the
Pakistani context where classes are generally sizeable and the teacher lacks time in providing
individual conference sessions to each student. On the other hand, as the results show, just
providing feedback is not sufficient in ensuring that teachers are pleased with student writing
skill advancement.
The investigation of the dominant feedback practices among Pakistani university teachers
has unfolded a number of issues: an over-emphasis on errors, an undue focus on mechanics of
writing, limited use of feedback strategies, vague and negative written comments without
allowing the students to revise their work accordingly, and, predominantly a teacher-centered
approach to WCF. While the immediate goal of this research was to give a purview of present
WCF tactics employed in various Pakistani universities without arriving with a one specific
recommendation, it also brings to light some best practices that have proven successful in EFL
contexts.
Pedagogical Implications and Recommendations
A few inferences regarding this research can be theorized. Although many of them are
realistic proposals that regard the progression of professional development, a few conjectures can
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also be derived from the results of the study, which will serve as practical recommendations – for
teachers, teacher trainers and curriculum designers and will also add to studies dealing with
teacher cognition, L2 writing instruction and WCF research.
The findings of the current research indicate that teacher WCF perceptions were, at times,
inconsistent with their practices as a result of their complex belief systems (in addition to the
variety of contextual factors that hindered teachers from implementing their beliefs).
Nevertheless, the disparities between teachers’ beliefs and practices could be used a meaningful
resource which might make them reflect on their feedback practices (Golombek & Johnson 2004,
p. 323-324). According to Borg (1998), “Teacher development activities which draw upon vivid
portraits of teaching and teachers to be found in research data can provide an ideal platform for
the kind of other oriented inquiry which facilitates self-reflection” (p. 273).
On the other hand, this does not imply that teachers should dedicate energy to alter their
beliefs and values (El-Okda, 2005). However, they should attempt to reflect upon their beliefs
and employ them in the process of evaluating one’s self. Raising teacher consciousness regarding
their beliefs on student responses could foster reflection on the impact of their knowledge on
their comprehension and application of information in the classroom (Borg, 1998).
In addition to reviewing how teachers believe in providing WCF, the inconsistencies
between teacher beliefs and practices and context governed factors in the current research, oblige
the teachers to adopt a variety of feedback approaches to meet the individual needs of their
students. Keeping in view the results this study, administrators should be encouraged to host inservice teacher training sessions on regular basis, either outside or inside the university,
regarding teaching in general, and how to provide WCF specifically. This insight is also
reinforced by the current research in accordance with which teachers lacked the appropriate
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training. These training sessions would redirect experienced writing teachers to work more
successfully with students who have differing needs, challenges, expectations, and attitudes, than
they had experienced in the past (Ferris, 2010). This training should help teachers to (1) create a
student-centered atmosphere, (2) implement editing strategy training, (3) select specific patterns
of errors, (4) motivate students through WCF, (5) conduct needs analysis, and (6) address
students‘ different proficiency levels (Alkhatib, 2015). The following subsections discuss these
issues in detail.
Creating a Student-Centered atmosphere. The results of current study imply that the
prevalent teacher-centered approach to WCF is likely to produce dependent and unresponsive
students. Teachers can be valuable in altering their students’ attitudes and preferences towards
feedback, primarily by requesting that they play an active role in the learning-to-write process.
This can take place, for example, by involving peer and self-assessment through the process of
developing certain assessment criteria for a variety of writing tasks, or by using error frequency
charts or error logs to assist students in becoming more cognizant of their error patterns while
taking more responsibility for their involvement in improving. Teachers should be directed in
examining and reflecting on their own practices in a critical manner, while adopting a more open
opinion to WCF. On the other hand, if the key players, like university administrators, students, or
the cultural norms still require teachers to respond in particular manners, it is not likely that new
thoughts about WCF will emerge (Lee, 2003). Additional research is therefore needed to study
the views of the administrators concerning WCF, while discovering ways of altering the
teachers’ inefficient practices.
Advocating Editing Strategy Training. The research revealed that the majority of
teachers have never used peer feedback and self-editing processes due to their understanding of
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students’ low proficiency levels. Studies, on the other hand, have presented information that L2
students are able to self-edit and provide comments on peer writing if they are given the
opportunity to be guided and motivated to do so. As a result, teachers should understand and
think about implementing long-term goals that would assist students in becoming better writers.
Ferris and Helt (2000) suggest that teachers’ WCF should be supplemented by intentional
instruction that helps students learn to understand the issues and to avoid making the same errors
in the future.
Encouraging Students through WCF . The literature review has revealed that in the
provision of smaller amount, less explicit, and negative feedback to low-achieving students can
result in them feeling a loss of motivation when, in actuality, they need to glean the most from
teacher feedback (Alkhatib, 2015; Lee, 2008). Teacher WCF which leads to an overall boosting
of student confidence, self-esteem, and interest in writing, is correlated with helping students
hone their written performance (Straub, 2000). It is also pertinent to mention that students who
do not perform as well are most vulnerable, so it is vital to boost their motivation through the
offering of helpful comments (Lee, 2008). Otherwise, lack of motivation may result into lowered
self-esteem and diminished interest in writing. According to Guénette (2007): “Any type of
feedback that does not take the crucial variable of motivation into consideration is perhaps
doomed to fail” (p. 52). Studies in the future can particularly concern themselves with WCF
approaches that low proficiency students’ teachers can employ to stimulate their interest – for
example, by applauding their effort, emphasizing on engaging content, and by responding to only
a certain type of few errors.
Identifying Specific Patterns of Errors. The research has revealed that teachers seem to
identify errors in a comprehensive fashion. Additionally, the teachers had a strong belief in this
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model, as they considered it the epitome of feedback. On the other hand, these results were not in
agreement with what prior WCF scholars have advised; they said that the comprehensive
approach was not most effective since it does not focus on one particular type of errors, and
instead pays attention to many incongruent problems (Ferris, 2002, p. 50). One challenge
connected to comprehensive error feedback is that there is a propensity of teachers to over-mark
errors (Lee, 2004). The results also imply that teachers may be at a loss for how to relate the
WCF in a systematic way, since they tend to provide non-specific feedback. As a result, to be
successful in applying the selective marking technique most effectively, it is vital that the WCF
is discussed among teachers openly, that challenges should be exchanged, and methods should
be outlined to connect WCF systematically with grammar teaching.
Conducting Needs Analysis. The outcomes of this research are in line with the general
supposition that L2 teachers seem to correct surface-level errors and have the belief that this kind
of WCF is helpful (Ferris, 1995b; Leki, 1991; Radecki & Swales; 1988; Saito, 1994; Schulz,
1996, 2001). However, L2 students’ expectations regarding WCF do not imply the effectiveness
of feedback; many students face difficulty in making sense of the feedback provided by their
language teachers. One reason seems to be the lack of training opportunities for the teachers, so
they teach the writing materials in the prescribed textbooks, no matter the material relates to the
needs of the students.
Writing teachers should attempt to focus on student needs and beliefs about WCF (Leki,
1991) and concern themselves as to what aids them in progressing while adding those beliefs
into their teaching process. As Ferris et al. (1997) stated, it is highly advocated that teachers
assist their students have an understanding of the outcomes of their WCF on their writing and
why it is provided in such a fashion. Additionally, they should be accommodating of student
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attitudes, beliefs, and needs about writing and WCF while attempting to build bridges between
misunderstandings between their beliefs and those of the students (Schulz, 1996, 2001).
It is vital for teachers to add in classroom conversations about writing teaching, in a
general sense, and WCF, specifically, to assist them in becoming acquainted with their students’
beliefs regarding what makes good WCF and to rectify or add to these beliefs accordingly. In
doing this, teachers should allocate time in the initial portions of the class to identify the most
vital needs of their students. It should not be assumed that, while teaching a course previously
taught, the needs for the present students would be identical to those in the past.
Teachers can assess students’ needs and preferences by: administering a background
questionnaire as a tool to learn about their new students’ needs, numbers, and backgrounds
(Bitchener & Ferris, 2012); collecting a short writing sample in the first class on any topic of
common interest; performing an error analysis through looking at the students’ language, and
organization of ideas. The list of the errors could be used as a roadmap to focus upon in their
WCF and during grammar lessons in the writing class.
Main Contributions of the Study
In terms of the contribution of the research in the area of language teacher cognition, this
research is the first of its kind to consider the relationship between WCF beliefs and practices in
the specific context (i.e., Pakistani universities). The study offers significant finding which have
the potential to fill gaps in the research regarding language teacher cognition and literacy which
have been understudied, in general (Borg, 2006), not to mention that the consideration of WCF is
completely missing. Additionally, in this research, practices were generally categorized to make
room for the manner in which teachers marked and commented on sample essay drafts, which
were written by a volunteer undergraduate student, which could not be separated from the
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writing teachers’ respective roles. Furthermore, the current research has not only reviewed what
is incongruent between teacher beliefs and practices but has also shown the possible conflicts
that may exist in the teachers’ belief systems.
The present study also contributes to the WCF literature. Examining the relationships
between teachers’ beliefs and practices concerning WCF in Pakistani higher education context
has provided a fuller insight into the way teachers view and deal with WCF. Besides, this study
has also provided an important contribution regarding teachers’ WCF practices. Such mixed
method descriptive studies are scarce in the WCF research and this exploration was an invaluable
contribution in order to understand how the same error could be treated differently (stigmatizing
error, local error, direct WCF, indirect WCF) and the context in which such feedback was
provided. Finally, although the pedagogical implications of this study are suggestive rather than
definitive yet the findings from this study will certainly contribute to future teacher educational
programs in Pakistan, in that it brings to light some theories, concepts, and principles that guide
teachers’ instructional practices.
Suggestions for Future Research
This research has revealed a variety of components worthy of studies in the future. As the
investigation of teacher feedback was restricted to only written feedback; future research could
investigate teacher‘s perceptions and practices regarding different other types of feedback (oral,
written, and electronic) focused on all aspects of writing (e.g., during conferencing). Research
designs to look into the same problem could include some additional mixed-method tools such as
analyses of authentic student texts instead of sample essay drafts with teacher corrections, and
inside and outside classroom observations during the teacher-student conferences in order to
produce more in-depth results and enable the tracking of any changes that occur in teachers’
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beliefs and/or practices. Additionally, it is advised that later research integrate questionnaires and
interviews from both teachers and students to uncover their viewpoints in equal complexity.
This research suggests that future studies regarding written corrective feedback should
not only focus on the preferable method in certain contexts, but also teachers themselves as it is
them who indicate the direction feedback moves. Teachers collaborate more closely with their
students and are thus the most fit to decide which process is most helpful. They have the vantage
point of discerning the changes from groups of students and what methods should be
supplemented to improve the feedback process. The teachers should then be urged to reflect
upon their feedback strategies given their respective contexts. More specifically, future studies
can hone in on the contextual variables that impact teacher feedback so as to provide more
information as to how teachers can respond to a variety of learners in different contexts. In the
end, additional studies may also be conducted to show shifting tendencies in teacher beliefs and
practices following their attendance to a training course that seeks to foster consciousness
regarding teacher beliefs and practices concerning WCF.
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Appendix A
Questionnaire for Pakistani EFL University Teachers on Error Feedback
Part I.
Directions
This part asks about basic demographic information and current written feedback
practices. Please choose the most appropriate response or write additional information in
the space provided.
1. What is your gender?
 Male
 Female
2. How old are you?
 20-30
 30-40
 40-50
 50-60
3. What is your highest level of education?
 MA
 M.Phil
 Currently working on M.Phil
 Ph.D.
 Currently working on Ph.D.
4. What is your concentration?
 ELT
 Linguistics
 Literature
 Education
 Other
5. What kind of courses do you usually teach? (Please select all that may apply.)
 ELT
 Linguistics
 Literature
 Education
 Other
6. How many years have you been teaching English as a foreign language?
_______ yrs
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7.

How many times do you usually read a student’s paper before responding to it?
 Once
 Twice
 More than 3 times
 Other.

8. How much time approximately do you spend marking one composition?
 Less than 10 mins
 10 to 20 mins
 More than 20 mins
9. How often do you give writing assignments to your students?
 Very often
 Sometimes
 Once or twice a semester
 Not at all

10. Have you ever taken courses or training workshops on writing? (Please select all that may
apply.)
 ELT
 Courses on teaching writing
 Pre Service teacher training
 In-service teacher training
 Other
11. Where do you think your personal beliefs about written feedback mostly come from?
 Teacher preparation courses
 Personal experiences as a student
 Personal experiences as a teacher
 Reading literature (i.e.,, research findings on written feedback)
 Teacher peers (colleagues)
 Other
12. What is the English proficiency level of the majority of your students?
 Beginning
 Intermediate
 Advanced
 Other
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Questionnaire for Pakistani EFL University Teachers
Part II.
Directions
This part asks about types and techniques of written feedback foreign/second language teachers’
use when responding to student writing. In each item, please mark the closest types of feedback
you normally provide

13. On what aspects of student writing do you provide feedback? (Select all that may apply.)
 Grammar / Punctuation
 Vocabulary / Word Choices
 Content
 Organization / Rhetoric
 Style
 Plagiarism
 Other.
14. On what portions of grammar errors do you provide feedback on your students’ writing?
 I address all grammar errors that students make. (comprehensive feedback)
 I address only a few significant grammar errors. (selective feedback)
 I do not provide grammar feedback.
15. If you address only a few significant grammar errors on students' papers, how do you
prioritize those grammar errors? (Select all that may apply.)
 Based on course rubric, grading policy, or external standards
 Based on the task on which students are working
 Based on the needs of individual students
 Based on lessons recently given in class
 Other.
16. When you make comments on students' grammar errors, do you provide correct forms?
 I provide correct forms to students' grammar errors.
 I do not provide correct forms. Instead, I use different methods to let students know the
error.
 I sometimes provide correct forms, but sometimes not.
 Other.
17. If you do not provide correct forms to grammar errors, which method do you use to let
students know the errors?
 I indicate grammar errors by underlining or circling.
 I indicate errors and provide error codes. (i.e.,, 'VT' for a verb tense error)
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I count the number of errors in each line and write the number down on the margin.
Other.

18. Which areas of a student paper do you prefer to use to provide written commentary? (Please
select all that may apply.)
 On the cover page (a cover memo)
 On the last page (an endnote)
 On both side margins of text
 On the space between lines
 Other.
19. What is your primary focus when you write comments on students' papers?
 I focus on positive sides of students' papers and try to provide encouragement.
 I focus on room for improvement and try to provide constructive criticism.
 I focus on both strong and weak aspects of students' papers and provide both
encouragement and constructive criticism equally.
 I don’t write comments on students’ papers.
20. Do you provide the same types of feedback to all students?
 Yes, I usually provide the same types of feedback to all students.
 No, I usually provide individualized feedback to each student.
 I provide feedback to weak students only.
 I do not provide feedback to weak students as they don’t show any improvement in their
writing anyway.
21. Do you require students to review your feedback and submit revised versions of their papers?
 Yes, I ask student to submit more than one draft after reviewing my feedback.
 No, I do not ask student to submit revised versions.
 Other.
22. What do you usually do after you mark students’ compositions?
 I do not do anything
 I hold a conference with each student/ some students
 I make students correct errors in/ outside class
 I make students record their errors in an error frequency chart.
 I go through students’ common errors in class

23. If you require students to submit multiple drafts, on what aspects of the early draft(s) do you
provide feedback? (Select all that may apply.)
 Grammar / Punctuation
 Vocabulary / Word Choices
 Content
 Organization / Rhetoric
 Style
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Plagiarism
Other

24. If you require students to submit multiple drafts, on what aspects of the later draft(s) do you
provide feedback? (Select all that may apply.)
 Grammar / Punctuation
 Vocabulary / Word Choices
 Content
 Organization / Rhetoric
 Style
 Plagiarism
 Other
25. What do you do when you see that students aren't responding to your feedback or when they
respond poorly?
 I usually ignore them and do not provide more feedback.
 I have them write another draft.
 I use follow-up methods other than written feedback (Please Specify)
26. Do you use any of the following techniques to correct common errors in your classroom?
 Students correct their own errors in the classroom
 Students correct their classmate’s essay in the classroom
 Students have to keep notes of their errors together with the correct forms
 None of the above
Questionnaire for Pakistani EFL University Teachers
Part III.
Directions
This part asks about your degree of agreement with various statements about written feedback.
Please indicate your opinion after each statement by marking a choice that best indicates the
extent to which you agree or disagree with the statement.

27. Providing feedback on student writing is an
important part of being a second/foreign
language teacher.
28. Teachers’ written commentary helps
students improve their writing.
29. We should put the responsibility on the
students to improve their grammatical and
spelling errors.
30. We need to develop new and exciting

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Don’t Know
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courses to allow students grow as writers and
focus on their writing issues.
31. If students receive bad grades, they will
take the courses more seriously.
32. On university level, feedback should be
restricted to content.
33. Students do not trust on their peer’s
comments.
34. My written feedback type changes a lot
from situation to situation.
35. I explain my approach to providing written
feedback in advance so that my students may
fully understand it.
36. Face to face/oral feedback is more effective
than written feedback
37. My students will appreciate the process of
revision on multiple drafts (process writing).

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

38. My feedback helps my students see the
strengths and weaknesses of their written work.

Don’t Know

39. Peer review is constructive and helpful.

40. My feedback helps my students improve the
way they organize ideas.
41. I have guiding principles or personal
philosophies when I respond to student writing.
42. I need some training on teacher feedback
because I do not have enough knowledge of
giving writing feedback.
43. There is no need to provide feedback on
student errors in writing as university students
have already past the level of needed
grammatical instruction.
44. Giving feedback is time consuming and
tedious.

221

45. It is the teacher’s job to locate errors and
provide corrections for students

Don’t Know

46. My students feel free to produce content
without great concern about grammatical errors.
47. I clearly explain the grading system for a
written assignment to my students.
48. Students should learn to analyze their own
errors.
49. I know my students’ needs and goals for
English.
50. Coding errors with the help of a marking
Code () is a useful means of helping students
correct errors for themselves.
51. The emphasis in my class matches the
needs and goals of my students.
52. I provide my students with choices and
options to work in their own way.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree
Strongly
Disagree
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree
Strongly
Agree
Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Disagree

Don’t Know Agree

Strongly
Agree
Strongly
Agree

Part IV.
Directions
This part asks about how often or effectively you make use of various approaches to responding
to student writing. Each item provides a method that foreign/second language teachers may use
to respond to students' papers. Please mark a choice that best indicates the frequency of your use
of each method. If the method is not clear, check N/A (Not Applicable) right before each scale.
53. How often do you use face-to-face oral feedback to respond to student writing? (Check N/A
if the method is not clear.)
 Very often
 Sometimes
 Not most of the times
 Not at all
54. How often do you provide written comments on the students' papers?
 Very often
 Sometimes
 Not most of the times
 Not at all

222

55. How often do you provide electronic feedback? (i.e.,, using email or 'comments' function
found in Microsoft Word)
 Very often
 Sometimes
 Not most of the times
 Not at all
56. Do you discuss the most common errors in your class?
 Very often
 Sometimes
 Not most of the times
 Not at all
57. How often do you use peer review as a method to respond to student writing?
 Very often
 Sometimes
 Not most of the times
 Not at all
58. How often do you use guided self-evaluation as a method to respond to student writing?
 Very often
 Sometimes
 Not most of the times
 Not at all
59. How often are your students able to correct errors according to your feedback?
 Very often
 Sometimes
 Not most of the times
 Not at all
60. How would you evaluate the overall effectiveness of your existing error feedback
practice on student progress in grammatical accuracy in writing during this semester?
My students are making
 Good progress
 Some progress
 Little progress
 No progress
Thank you for sparing your precious time!
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Appendix B
Semi-structured Interview Questions
1. How do you deal with the situation when there are too many errors to attempt to correct
everything?
2. Do you read the whole essay first and then give feedback as you go? What do you give
most on, form or content? Why?
3. Do you suggest your students to move certain section of a paragraph to another paragraph
because it was creating unity issue?
4. How helpful do you think teacher feedback is for improving students’ writing? Do you
have any doubts about the value of feedback given on composition? Why?
5. Do you think the students understand the amount of effort required to improve their
writing abilities and make the required amount of effort?
6. What are your thoughts on a peer editing session? How useful is this and why?
7. Do you think that you offer your students topics of their interest?
8. Do you feel that as you get to know the students and their particular wants and needs, or
the way they react to your feedback, that you adjust the feedback you give?
9. Would you prefer to let your students choose their own topic to write on, without any
prompting from you?
10. Do you think it will be a good idea to discuss with the students in the classroom about
certain type of feedback you normally use? Are you ready to listen to your students’
opinion about your feedback practices? Do you think your students’ opinion will have an
influence on your practices in future?
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Appendix C
Sample Essay Drafts 1 & 2

Please provide written feedback on the first draft of an undergraduate student’s
essay.
Draft 1
Hobbies
The Hobby is something that make us feel comfortabley and give us pleassure. The thing whose
just thought refrash us. Everybody have your own hobbies. It is accordingly to interests. My
favorite hobby is to spend the time with friends. I just wanted to spend more and more time with
my friends. This thing give me happiness. I did not feel like lonliness. But I like to spent time
with my friends as long as I can. The friends can share and solution my problems and give me
happiness.
Some people wants to read books, watch television and so on. The people who like lonliness they
have such types of hobbies and it is also accordingly to your self interests. My hobby is reading
books and to wondering here and there with good company. Reading books is something that
take us away from this world and enter us in new world on imagination who is complete by
itself. Mostly I love to read psychology fiction and romance fiction. Psychology fictions help me
to get different people’s behavior. A romance fiction novel take me to a real world where
everything is just like this world but more charming. Whenever I feel sad I love to read fiction
novels and everything will be all right. I read so much books. Reading is my passion. It is
nonevitable for me to live without reading.
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Please provide written feedback on the final draft of an undergraduate student’s essay.
Draft 2
Hobbies
Hobby is something that make us feel comfortable and give us pleasure. The thing whose just
thought refresh us. Everybody have her own hobbies. It is according to interests. My favorite
hobby is to spend the time with friends. I just wanted to spend more and more time with my
friends. This thing give me happiness. I did not feel lonely as I like spend time with my friends
as long as I can. The friends can share and solution my problems and give me happiness.
The people who like loneliness they have such types of hobbies as reading books and watching
television. It is also according to your self interests. My hobby is reading books and to wonder
here and there with good company. Reading books is something that take us away from this
world and enter us in new world on imagination who is complete by itself. Mostly I love to read
psychology fiction and romance fiction. Psychology fictions help me to get different people’s
behavior . Romance fiction take me to a real world where everything is more charming than this
world. Whenever I feel sad I love to read fiction and everything will be all right. I read so many
books. Reading is my passion. It is nonevitable for me to live without reading.
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Appendix D
Consent to Participate in Research Study
Use of Corrective error feedback to foster learner autonomy. Pakistani EFL university
teachers’ perspectives on EFL error feedback
Dear Colleague,

As an EFL writing teacher, you are being invited to volunteer to participate in this research study
entitled: Use of corrective feedback to foster learner autonomy, Pakistani university teachers’
perspectives on EFL error feedback. Your volunteer participation in this research study will
enable you to be among thirty EFL university teachers who will help the researcher to
successfully complete her research on the above-cited topic and contribute to empowering
Pakistani teachers to discover the causes of errors committed by the students, and to bring about
changes in error treatment system, syllabus designing, and teaching methodology in Pakistan.

I am AsifaQasim, graduate student at the University of Memphis, Department of
Education, being guided in this research by Dr. Emily Austin Thrush, Professor, Department Of
English at the University of Memphis. There may be other people on the research team assisting
at different times during the study.

The purpose of this study is to explore EFL university teachers' perspectives and
experiences regarding the effectiveness of error feedback. The study will identify Pakistani EFL
teachers’ existing written feedback practices and problems. It will examine which approaches are
effective within Pakistan university teachers’ contexts and develop principles accordingly to
inform future actions for university teachers’ training.

Your participation in this study will require you to provide written feedback on the initial
and final draft of the sample essay. You will be asked to write on the essays any comments,
symbols, marks, and grades that you would normally put on a script to be returned to a student.
Afterwards, you will be asked to fill out a questionnaire about the usefulness of written feedback.
Finally there will a 10-15 min interview to discuss you experiences and problems regarding the
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effectiveness of written error feedback. Your sole participation in this research study is based on
your voluntary consent as a participant.
As a volunteer participant in this research study, you are expected to understand the following.
a) You have the right to decide not to participate on any point during any designated
research activity or withdraw from the study at any time.
b) The researcher is bound to adhere to your decision and make sure that your decision will
not lead to any penalty or loss of benefit.
c) If the researcher wants to publish the findings of her research, she is bound to keep your
identity as confidential and any kind of information will not be disclosed to anyone.
d) The interview will take place with pseudonyms chosen by you.
e) All the data will be kept locked under the strict supervision of the researcher in private
and personal locker(s). The soft copies of the data will be kept in password protected
computer and drive(s).
f) By signing this document of consent you are voluntarily granting permission to the
researcher, Asifa Qasim, to transcribe your interview through well-defined coding to
ensure the confidentiality of your identity and any other information.

Moreover, the researcher expects that you are not in the circumstances where this research
study may affect your health, studies, and identity and you might be excluded from volunteering
in such circumstances.
As this study is based on your written sample feedback, your responses to questionnaire, and
an anonymized interview there are no more than minimal potential risks for you as a participant.
Moreover, the information you provide voluntarily will be kept confidential and used only for
this research study. This study will offer an opportunity for you as a participant to express your
perceptions that will help in devising pre-service and in-service training programs for university
teachers in Pakistan. Hence, your participation will contribute for the betterment of higher
education system in Pakistan. In addition, you will have a firsthand experience if you conduct
research in future. Above all, this study will be helpful in bringing about changes in syllabus
designing, teaching methodology and error treatment system in Pakistan.
For any concerns and queries in regards to this research study, please let me know via
aqasim@memphis.edu or contact me at +92 336 663 0722.
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By signing this form, you acknowledge that you understand the nature of the study, the potential
risks to you (if any) as a participant, and the means by which your identity will be kept
confidential. Your signature on this form also indicates that you are 18 years old or older, and
that you give your permission to voluntarily serve as a participant in the study described and to
digitally record your interview, focused group and classroom observation.

Thank you for your volunteering and I appreciate your efforts for sparing time for this research
study.

Sincerely,

AsifaQasim

______________

Graduate student, Applied Linguistics

Date

The University of Memphis, TN, USA

_________________________________________
Signature of person agreeing to take part in the study

______________
Date

_________________________________________
Printed name of person agreeing to take part in the study

_________________________________________
Name of [authorized] person obtaining informed consent

229

______________
Date

Appendix E
IRB Approval
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